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ABSTRACT 
 
Tourism is increasingly offered as a viable development strategy for Indigenous peoples, who 
are seen as having an advantage in the tourism industry due to their unique cultures and 
environments. In recent years, tourism has also been linked to various conservation and 
development initiatives and is offered as an alternative economic activity to, for instance, 
logging, mining and commercial fishing. But is tourism a suitable development strategy for 
all small-scale societies eager to become part of the cash economy? 
The research presented in this thesis investigates motivations for increased local interest in 
tourism in Marovo Lagoon, Western Province, Solomon Islands, despite there having been no 
increase in tourist arrivals for many years. By investigating perceptions of tourism held by 
Marovo locals, the Solomon Islands National Government, and tourists, this thesis 
investigates a significant ‘implementation gap’ (Dunsire 1978) in the Marovo Lagoon 
tourism industry. Tourism is promoted by outside agents as an incentive for Marovo 
landowners to discontinue dealings with logging companies. However, tourism is also 
promoted without regard to market demand and the feasibility of the tourism industry in 
Marovo Lagoon. As a result, Marovo inhabitants have adopted unrealistic expectations 
regarding tourist arrivals and economic benefits, which they imagine to derive from the 
development of a tourism industry in Marovo Lagoon. 
The case of Marovo Lagoon indicates several limitations with regard to promoting tourism as 
a panacea of economic development in small-scale societies. One problem lies with lack of 
acknowledgement of the complexity of implementing tourism in areas without appropriate 
infrastructure, access to the market, and agreements amongst the local population with regard 
to benefits of tourism. The study presented here contributes to the anthropological debate that 
questions the extensive promotion of tourism as being linked to sustainable development 
amongst Indigenous communities by demonstrating how these efforts affect one of these 
small-scale societies on the ground. 
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Chapter 1:  Introduction 
 
 
My research project is an anthropological study of the viability of tourism as an alternative 
development strategy to extractive industries in small-scale societies using Marovo Lagoon, 
Western Province, Solomon Islands as a case study (Figure 1.1).  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Figure 1.1:  Marovo Lagoon, Western Province, Solomon Islands (Albert et al. 
2007:31). 
 
By exploring the perceptions of Marovo residents, tourists and the National Government, this 
research investigates the motivations behind the recent interest in tourism in Marovo Lagoon, 
and the desire there for ‘eco-lodges’, despite there being a very limited market demand for 
such tourism activity. As a result of these investigations, I argue that tourism has been 
promoted by outside agents as an alternative to logging operations without regard to the 
socio-cultural context of Marovo Lagoon and local development aspirations. I conclude that 
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the promotion of tourism as a viable development strategy for small-scale societies is, in 
some cases, problematic. 
 
Background 
Tourism is regarded as the largest export earner for nations globally; it creates jobs and 
foreign exchange for many nations across the world (Higgins-Desbiolles 2006; Jones 2005; 
Sharpley 2009). However, in recent years, tourism has acquired other roles as well. For 
instance, tourism development is currently seen as a way for Indigenous peoples to face 
socio-economic, environmental and cultural challenges (Butler & Hinch 2007; Chok et al. 
2007; Duffy 2006; Gascon 2012; Sharpley 2009; Zapata et al. 2011). Since the 1970s, 
tourism has also been investigated as a way to enhance economic development and as a path 
to improving living standards for developing countries (Hall 2007:2; Gascon 2012; Zapata et 
al. 2011). As a result, tourism is offered as a viable economic strategy to impoverished 
nations that often have limited ways of generating foreign exchange earnings (Gascon 2012; 
Hall 2007; Honey 2008:17; Su 2011). Governments, non-governmental organisations 
(NGOs) and development agencies have particularly emphasised community-based tourism 
(CBT) as a development strategy for rural communities (Gascon 2012; Jones & Eplerwood 
2008; Zapata et al. 2011). Consequently, tourism has become the core of many Third World 
countries’ strategies for economic development and conservation (Honey 2008:7-8) with 
projects attracting investment and funding from several agencies such as USAID, World 
Wide Fund for Nature (WWF) and The World Bank (Honey 2008:20).  
Much of the rhetoric behind these projects is that tourism provides developing countries with 
an opportunity to ‘help themselves’ instead of receiving direct aid (Hall 2007; Zapata et al. 
2011). However, many of these community-based tourism initiatives fail due to a lack of 
understanding of the complexities of implementing tourism in practice in various cultural 
contexts (Foale 2001; Honey 2008:21; Redford & Stearman 1993; Sillitoe 2002; Vickers 
1997; Walley 2004). 
Recent tourism promotion targeting Indigenous communities in a more direct way than 
previously (Gascon 2012; Simão & Partidário 2012) has prompted anthropologists and other 
researchers to explore the social, cultural and environmental consequences of tourism-as-
development initiatives (Anglin 2014; Burns 2004; Stronza 2001; Stronza & Gordillo 2008). 
Such research has been concerned with how tourism operates in various social and cultural 
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contexts and in particular investigates how tourism changes the places in which it operates 
(Higgins-Desbiolles 2006; Smith 1989). Anthropologists have investigated perceptions of 
tourism, particularly in relation to what host communities regard as impacts of the industry 
such as inflation, drug addiction, crime, cultural change and lack of benefits for local 
residents (Gjerald 2005; Goodwin 1996; Haralambopolous & Pizam 1996; Honey 2008; Kiss 
2004; Meethan 2003). Critics have highlighted the powerful social force of tourism and the 
consequent socio-cultural impacts that tourism brings (Higgins-Desbiolles 2006). However, 
other anthropological accounts have emphasised the positive contributions of tourism to 
Indigenous communities in terms of biodiversity conservation, employment and improved 
living standards (Mbaiwa & Stronza 2010; Sakata & Prideaux 2013).  
The reasons for the now close connection between tourism and Indigenous communities are 
complex. For instance, cultural tourism has emerged as a response to a market demand for 
more ‘authentic’ tourist experiences in ‘other’ cultural settings, and ‘exotic’ holiday 
destination (Butcher 2003; Scheyvens 1999:245, 2002:36; Su 2011). Indigenous communities 
in remote corners of the globe, living in ways deemed ‘exotic’ by outsiders, are seen as 
providing such an experience (Butcher 2003; Johnston 2005). The imagery of foreign, even 
mysterious cultures and people, is a major drawcard for tourists from the Western part of the 
world and in particular those who see themselves as ‘real travellers’ as opposed to tourists 
(Butcher 2003; Poon 1989; Scheyvens 2002:36). Cultural tourism of this kind is also 
represented as offering opportunities to assist in solving a range of problems in rural and/or 
remote communities. For instance, tourism is seen as protecting both culture and 
environment, while simultaneously creating job opportunities for Indigenous communities 
who otherwise have few ways of generating income (Gascon 2012; Higgins-Desbiolles 2006; 
Zapata et al. 2011).  
Tourism as an economic activity recognises the symbiotic relationship between economic 
independence and cross-cultural understanding by emphasising the inherent value of these 
cultures and the benefits that can be derived from letting tourists gain access to such cultures 
(D’Amore 1988). In this respect, small-scale societies and small rural communities, such as 
those in the South Pacific, are seen as having an advantage in the tourism industry by tourism 
planners due to their unique cultures and environments, which are important assets in 
attracting tourists seeking a unique tourism experience (Douglas 2004; Duffy 2006; Harrison 
2003, 2004; Notzke 2004; Panakera et al. 2011). However, many commentators point out that 
the promises made about the opportunities brought by tourism often remain unfulfilled as 
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economic benefits perceived as coming from tourism do not ‘trickle down’ to host 
communities (Burns 2004:10; Higgins-Desbiolles 2006:1193; Kinnaird & O’Brien 1996; Lea 
1988; Simão & Partidário 2012; Zapata et al. 2011).  
In the late 1980s, the focus of tourism as a development strategy was extended to include 
tourism’s potential role in sustainability and conservation, which resulted in new forms of 
tourism such as ecotourism (Butcher 2003; Hall 2007:2; Lui 2003:460). Ecotourism is seen as 
providing host communities with a viable economic activity as well as an opportunity of 
improved living standards, along with protection of the environment and preservation of 
biodiversity (Cater & Lowman 1994; Isaacs 2000:61). Ecotourism is currently the most 
rapidly expanding form of tourism worldwide; however, it often overlaps with other forms of 
tourism, such as nature- based tourism, wildlife tourism and sustainable tourism (Honey 
2008:7; Scheyvens 1999). For the purpose of this thesis, ecotourism can be defined as 
“responsible travel to relatively undisturbed natural areas with the object of studying, 
admiring and enjoying the natural landscape and its wild plants, animals as well as any 
existing cultural manifestations (both past and present) found in these areas” (Van Den 
Merve 1996:7). Similarly, Honey (2008:6) defines ecotourism as “responsible travel to 
natural areas that conserves the environment and improves the well-being of local people”. 
The protection of natural resources and biodiversity has therefore become a priority for 
Indigenous peoples seeking an income stream that avoids engagement in unsustainable 
resource extraction activities such as logging and mining (Oosterzee 2000; Walley 2004; 
West 2006). However, Mitchell & Muckosy (2008) point out that failed ecotourism projects 
are the norm; success is the exception. Many commentators have argued that large-scale 
resource extraction activities have an expiry date and do not provide Indigenous communities 
with long-term economic activity (Zapata et al. 2011). This has particularly been the case for 
nations in the South Pacific which have few other ways of participating in the cash economy. 
Lucrative contracts offered to landowners by multinational companies are often seen as a way 
to improve the living standards of these communities and a way to achieve ‘development’ 
(Foale 2001; West 2006). The increased involvement of these multinational companies has 
sparked controversy as socio-cultural and environmental impacts due to extractive industries 
in rural communities have been widely documented in anthropological literature. 
Investigations into the Ok Tedi mine and the Porgera gold mine in Papua New Guinea 
revealed significant cultural and environmental impacts of these operations (Ballard & Banks 
2003; Filer 2012; Kirsch 2002; West 2006). This is also true for extensive logging in 
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Solomon Islands and Papua New Guinea (Hviding & Bayliss-Smith 2000; Kabutaulaka 2000; 
Marshall 1990). In particular, the impacts such development activities have on local 
communities situated near these operations and the wider implications for the sustainability 
of the country’s natural resources have been documented. 
As a result, a global concern for the sustainability of biodiversity in areas of large-scale 
resource extraction has emerged and many outside agents, such as environmentalist non-
governmental organisations (ENGOs), have become engaged in promoting conservation 
instead of extractive industries. They argue that large-scale resource extraction destroys the 
beauty of these areas and damage the sustainability of natural resources. However, to 
convince Indigenous peoples not to deal with logging and mining companies without 
providing them with an economic alternative is often not effective (Foale 2001).  
Tourism is, therefore, increasingly offered as an economic activity that can provide 
Indigenous communities with a sustainable and long-term economic future that both protects 
the environment and contributes to improving living standards (Oosterzee 2000; Scheyvens 
1999). As large-scale resource extraction is often one of few opportunities for Indigenous 
communities to participate in the cash economy, the emphasis is on creating an alternative 
that will replace extractive industries and also create economic benefits (Butler & Hinch 
2007:3). It is in the interface between large-scale resource extraction and environmental 
protection that the connection between tourism, development and conservation is put into 
practice.  
 
Problem definition 
Is tourism a viable development strategy for small-scale societies eager to become part of the 
global cash economy?  
Anthropologists have become interested in studying the dynamics and impacts of the 
interactions between Indigenous peoples, tourists and the tourism industry in general (Kirsch 
2002; Stronza 2001). Central to these studies has been the question of whether tourism is a 
viable path to economic independence and cultural revitalisation for Indigenous peoples, 
owing to both the negative and positive impacts of tourism development (Butler & Hinch 
1996, 2007:2; Stronza & Gordillo 2008). For instance, anthropologists have pointed out that 
ecotourism is based on a particular way of viewing the relationship between people and 
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nature. The segregation of nature from culture is not universal and those (mostly Indigenous) 
peoples who do not make a distinction between the two do not always recognise a need to 
protect the environment (Bird-David 1990; Cater 2006; Davies 2014; Hviding 1996; Ingold 
2000; Redford & Stearman 1993; Ross et al. 2011; Sillitoe 2002; Strathern 1980; West 2006; 
West et al. 2006:255). The nexus between tourism and conservation often assumes that 
Indigenous hosts know how to manage their natural resources sustainably, and consequently 
those who promote tourism as a means to achieving conservation objectives take it for 
granted that Indigenous peoples put the same value on natural resources as do Western 
environmentalists (Brosius 1997, 1999; Cater 2006; Foale 2001; Ross et al. 2011; Sillitoe 
2002) and have the same development aspirations (Foale 2001; Walley 2004; West 2006). 
The paradigm of tourism as a panacea for economic development and conservation has thus 
been increasingly questioned over recent years. For example, Hall & Brown (2006) ask: 
“does it [tourism] simply offer another route by which economic imperialism … may expand 
its tentacles, or is it an appropriately liberating and remunerative option?”  Hall (2007:6) goes 
further and argues that tourism development in the ‘South’ will primarily benefit people in 
the ‘North’, such as researchers, consultants and companies, as tourism is generally produced 
for consumption by the wealthy. Similarly, Salazar (2012) points out that community-based 
tourism projects often fail to satisfy the economic imperatives held by host communities as 
the projects are largely motivated by Western environmental imperatives as opposed to a 
genuine economic alternative to large-scale resource extraction.  
These critiques highlight that even though tourism, like any other industry, has the potential 
to contribute economic benefits to host communities, and to the environment, it may also 
have negative impacts (Gössling & Hall 2006:305). Even though ecotourism may be viewed 
by some as a viable development strategy for developing countries, and as a means to 
achieving local resource conservation (Buckley 2009; Campbell 1999; Sakata & Prideaux 
2013), other commentators have pointed out the ‘idealistic’ nature of this view (Liu 2003), 
and the problematic underlying epistemology (Brosius 1997, 1999; Sillitoe 2002; West 
2006), demonstrating the many complex problems brought to remote areas by tourism (Foale 
2001), and the difficulties of putting local idealised views of tourism into practice (Foale 
2001; Walley 2004; West 2006). Most of these critiques argue that naïve perceptions of 
tourism as a form of economic growth assume that tourism manifests itself in all cultural and 
environmental contexts in a uniform manner, and does not take into account the fact that 
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Indigenous communities are not one homogenous group, with identical needs, aspirations, 
and limitations (West 2006).  
Even though tourism might be an appropriate industry for economic development in one 
setting, it might not be appropriate for another. The assertion that tourism is a panacea for 
economic development and sustainability is problematic as there are a range of factors that 
come into play if tourism is to be a successful development strategy for rural and remote 
small-scale societies.  
 
Research questions and objectives 
In response to the increased promotion of tourism as a panacea for economic development 
for rural communities and small-scale societies, and the critiques by researchers from a range 
of different fields that have developed in response to this view of tourism (Carrier & West 
2004; Foale 2001; Zapata et al. 2011), in this thesis I examine the ways in which tourism has 
been promoted and implemented in one small-scale social setting: Marovo Lagoon, Western 
Province, Solomon Islands. As with several other nations in the South Pacific, Solomon 
Islands has for several decades made significant efforts to become part of the global tourism 
industry, in particular since Independence in 1978 and in response to the recent decline of the 
logging industry.  
Despite government efforts to encourage growth in tourism in Solomon Islands, the industry 
remains a small contributor to Gross Domestic Product (GDP); tourism made up only 5.1% 
of GDP nationally in 2013 (WTTC 2014a). In 2013 Solomon Islands was ranked the 11th 
least visited country in the world after Afghanistan (10th) and a number of smaller Pacific 
nations (such as Nauru [1st] and Marshall Islands [5th]) (Murphy 2013).  
Despite these low numbers of tourists to Solomon Islands generally, the residents of Marovo 
Lagoon have become increasingly interested in attracting tourists to their villages. A desire 
for ‘ecotourism’ and ‘eco-lodges’ is readily apparent to anyone travelling around the villages 
of Marovo Lagoon. Up until recently, tourists travelling to Marovo Lagoon were met with a 
lack of accommodation (Hviding & Bayliss-Smith 2000:303). By 2013, however, there was a 
surplus of tourist accommodation in the lagoon, with a range of lodges and resorts run by 
local families, by village-based organisations or by expatriate operators. Some of these 
accommodation facilities only receive one to two visitors per year, if any at all. Even though 
there is a general frustration amongst Marovo residents about the lack of tourists arriving in 
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Marovo Lagoon, there were several tourist accommodation venues under construction at the 
time of this research project and many people interviewed for this project voiced their 
intention to develop yet another tourism business.  
In response to these developments, my research project aims to study the factors that can 
influence the development of tourism in small-scale societies, using Marovo Lagoon, 
Western Province, Solomon Islands as a case study. The project explores the knowledge, 
attitudes and perceptions of residents of Marovo Lagoon with regard to participation in the 
tourism industry, paying particular attention to how tourism has been promoted by outside 
agents in this particular case study area, assessing the implications of this promotion for the 
development of tourism opportunities in the lagoon, and analysing the impacts of current 
tourism ventures, and potential tourism expansions, on a range of local socio-cultural 
institutions.  
This research project contributes to an understanding of the motivations behind local interest 
in the tourism industry and the way in which tourism is perceived by Marovo residents. 
Stronza (2001:262) argues that the lack of studies focusing on why rural communities want to 
engage in tourism leaves us with assumptions that tourism is imposed on, and not sought by, 
Indigenous communities. Consequently, my project explores a range of perspectives on 
tourism in Marovo Lagoon and includes an investigation of perceptions of tourism held by 
the Solomon Islands National Government, tourist accommodation operators, Marovo 
residents and visiting tourists.  
The results of my research contribute to an understanding of the complexities of 
implementing tourism in Marovo Lagoon as an alternative economic activity to logging. The 
project also sheds light on why a strikingly beautiful place like Marovo Lagoon has yet to be 
established as a popular tourist destination, and provides an analysis of what might happen to 
local livelihoods and lifestyles should tourist arrivals in Marovo Lagoon increase to the levels 
desired by local residents, tourism business owners and governments alike. 
A focus on Marovo Lagoon as a case study of tourism as a form of development has 
highlighted the problems that can arise when tourism is promoted as a means of achieving 
sustainable development that can eradicate poverty, enhance livelihoods, and conserve the 
natural environments.  
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The objectives of my project therefore are: 
• To explore Marovo people’s perspectives on ecotourism, specifically: 
 why do Marovo people wish to attract tourists? 
• To explore wider perspectives on tourism in Marovo Lagoon which include 
 gauging tourists’ perspectives and expectations of ecotourism in the lagoon 
 understanding external influences (including government policies) on tourism 
development in Marovo Lagoon 
and  
 
• To situate tourism in Marovo Lagoon in wider social and environmental contexts 
These objectives inform my overarching research questions, which are: 
• Is tourism a viable development alternative to extractive industries in small-scale 
societies? 
• What are the opportunities for, and limitations of, tourism development in Marovo 
Lagoon? 
I argue that the promotion of tourism by outside agents, such as NGOs, ENGOs, and 
academics, all of whom are interested in the conservation of Marovo Lagoon, has had 
profound implications for the expansion of local interest in tourism in this case study area. I 
demonstrate that tourism has not been encouraged by these external drivers of tourism as an 
end in itself but rather as an incentive for Marovo residents to refrain from dealing with 
logging companies. As a consequence, Marovo residents have prepared for a demand for 
tourism accommodation that does not exist, resulting in frustration about the lack of 
realisation of expected economic opportunities and unfulfilled desires for individual and 
community wealth accomplishments. 
 
Significance 
The majority of academic research in Marovo Lagoon has been focused on marine tenure, 
conservation, traditional knowledge and relationships to land and sea (Albert et al. 2008; 
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Buckius et al. 2010; Duke et al. 2007; Hviding 1988, 1990, 1993, 1996, 1998b, 2006; 
Hviding & Baines 1994; Johannes & Hviding 2000; Love 2006; Love & Ross 2007). This 
provides a solid base for my research, but also identifies a gap in literature regarding research 
on tourism in Marovo Lagoon. Research on tourism in Marovo Lagoon is limited and has 
only been explored by a few authors (see Burns 1996; Carter et al. 2007; Hviding & Bayliss-
Smith 2000; Hviding 2003; Juvik 1992). More research on tourism is needed, as tourism and 
lands, including land management, are integrally connected in Marovo Lagoon (Hviding 
1996) and indeed throughout Solomon Islands (Kabutaulaka 2000; Sofield 2003).  
As Marovo Lagoon is not unique in seeking tourism as an alternative economic activity to 
extractive industries, my research can be used as a comparative framework for other 
researchers concerned with similar issues in other parts of the world.  
The results that derive from my research project are also of potential value to Marovo 
residents as my findings can contribute important insights into the future of the tourism 
industry. By identifying the particular tourist market Marovo Lagoon is currently attracting, 
results from this research project can contribute to an understanding of why tourists have 
failed to arrive in the expected numbers. This information is of value for both Marovo 
residents and the Solomon Islands National Government.  
 
Thesis overview 
Chapter 1 outlines the aims and rationale of this research project by describing how tourism 
is promoted as a development alternative to extractive industries in small-scale societies. 
Tourism, and in particular ecotourism, is regarded as providing small-scale societies with a 
viable economic activity that protects the environment, but often fail to provide expected 
economic benefits. This chapter also outlines the research objectives and questions, and 
summarises the contributions of my research project to understanding the complexities of 
implementing tourism in a small-scale society like Marovo Lagoon.  
Chapter 2 provides an overview of Solomon Islands and Marovo Lagoon with particular 
emphasis on geography, history, economy, and land and sea tenure. The chapter emphasises 
that Marovo residents' interest in tourism is linked to their connections to land and sea, and 
that an understanding of the nature of shared ownership of customary land, and the wantok 
system, is essential to comprehending how Marovo residents have dealt with outside interests 
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such as tourism. I introduce the consequences of outsiders failing to understand these 
important traits of Marovo culture – consequences that are further explored in subsequent 
chapters.  
Chapter 3 examines the history of the tourism industry in Solomon Islands and Marovo 
Lagoon. The chapter highlights how disjunctions between National Tourism Development 
Plans and the actual tourism market in Solomon Islands have created an implementation gap 
in the tourism industry in Marovo Lagoon. The chapter further discusses how, and by whom, 
tourism has been promoted as an alternative to logging and as a motivation to support 
conservation.  
Chapter 4 examines the anthropological literature on tourism by outlining the change of focus 
from mass tourism to ecotourism. A range of ‘alternative’ forms of tourism have emerged in 
response to the perceived social, economic and environmental impacts of mass tourism and a 
market demand for tourist destinations to remote corners of the world. A focus on community 
participation, development and conservation has thus emerged in the literature on tourism 
which has sparked anthropological investigations into how tourism manifests itself in rural 
communities, and into the viability of promoting tourism as a panacea to economic 
development and conservation in small-scale societies.  
Chapter 5 presents the methodology used for this research project. I discuss why a 
constructivist approach has been chosen and why specific methods were employed. The 
chapter highlights the importance of exploring Marovo residents’, the National 
Government’s, and tourists’ perceptions of tourism in order to capture an holistic view of 
tourism in Marovo Lagoon.  
Chapter 6 presents the results of my research project. This is done by listing the perceptions 
of Marovo residents, tourism operators and the National Government in a systematic manner. 
The results show that there is a disconnect between perceptions of the three groups of 
informants and conflicting perceptions regarding the future of the tourism industry in Marovo 
Lagoon.  
Chapter 7 discusses the findings of my research project in relation to the literature discussed 
in Chapters 3 and 4.  In Chapter 7 I argue that the contrasting perceptions of tourism 
identified in Chapter 6 have major implications for the future development of the tourism 
industry in Marovo Lagoon. In particular there is a clear contradiction in the type of tourism 
market that the National Government wishes to attract compared to the market sought by 
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Marovo residents; with both aspirations differing from the tourist market currently attracted 
to Solomon Islands.  
One of the main observations of my research project is that Marovo Lagoon residents, and 
those promoting tourism in the lagoon, have conflicting motivations for engaging in tourism. 
As tourism has been promoted in an ‘idealistic’ manner in Marovo Lagoon, residents have 
adopted optimistic, but unrealistic, expectations regarding tourist arrivals and economic 
revenue from tourism. Due to the low number of tourist arrivals in Marovo Lagoon, it is 
unlikely that tourism will provide a realistic economic alternative to logging. Instead, I 
identify several complications brought to the lagoon by the tourism industry. 
Chapter 8 summarises the findings that have arisen from my research project and suggests 
possibilities for future research in relation to these results. My research project has 
demonstrated that the promotion of tourism as an alternative development strategy to 
extractive industries in small-scale societies without consideration of local socio-cultural 
contexts is, in some cases, problematic. 
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Chapter 2:  Research setting - Solomon Islands and Marovo 
Lagoon 
 
Introduction 
The ethnographic focus of this research project is Marovo Lagoon, Western Province, 
Solomon Islands. This chapter provides an overview of Solomon Islands and Marovo Lagoon 
with particular emphasis on geography, economy, political structure, the wantok system, and 
connections to land and sea. The chapter discusses how Solomon Islanders, and in particular 
Marovo residents, relate to land and sea and how this has been crucial in interactions with 
outside agents. As Solomon Islands is seen as an ‘untapped’ source of natural resources, 
many multinational companies have been interested in undertaking large-scale logging, 
mining and/or commercial fishing in the country. At the same time, other outside agents such 
as ENGOs and academics have become concerned with protecting these natural resources and 
have made attempts to dissuade Solomon Islanders from dealing with multinational 
companies. As a consequence, Solomon Islanders, and in particular Marovo people, have a 
long history of dealing with outside agents, who often have contrasting visions about what 
the future should hold for Solomon Islanders, and Marovo residents have largely managed to 
maintain autonomy and control in these encounters. 
 
Solomon Islands 
Geography and demography 
Solomon Islands is an extensive far-flung archipelago located at the junction of the 
cultural/ethnic areas of Melanesia and Polynesia in the South West Pacific (Hviding 
1998b:256). The country neighbours eastern Papua New Guinea and northern Vanuatu 
(Burns 2004:59; Hviding 1998b:256). Solomon Islands comprises six large islands: 
Guadalcanal; Makira (previously known as San Christobal); Santa Isabel; Choiseul; Malaita; 
and New Georgia (Burns 2004:59). Marovo Lagoon is located in the Western Province of 
Solomon Islands, to the south of New Georgia Island (Figure 1.1). The country contains 
approximately 990 other smaller islands (Douglas 2004:33). These mountainous islands 
consist of rainforests and beaches as well as lagoons and mangroves (Hviding 1998b:257; 
Moore 2004:1). Each of these islands possesses unique cultural and environmental qualities 
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and the people inhabiting these islands speak a range of different languages (Hviding 
2003:542; Kabutaulaka 1998:15). Due to the over 80 spoken languages in Solomon Islands, 
Solomon Islands Pijin is spoken across the nation (Jourdan 1995; Watson-Gegeo 1987:22). 
Even though English is now the official language, Solomon Islands Pijin remains the lingua 
franca (Hviding 2003:542; Watson-Gegeo 1987:22).  
The population of Solomon Islands is 609 883 according to July 2014 estimates, with people 
scattered around a land area of 29 800 square km (Douglas 2004:3; World Factbook 2014). 
The Melanesian proportion of the population makes up 95% of the people, while the rest 
comprise Europeans, Chinese, Polynesians and Micronesians (Douglas 2004:33). 90% of 
Solomon Islanders still follow a subsistence lifestyle while the remainder live in urban areas, 
such as the capital, Honiara.  
As with other South Pacific nations, such as Papua New Guinea and Vanuatu, Solomon 
Islands is culturally diverse. These cultural differences are based on language, religion, 
history and ethnicity. This cultural diversity influences the variation that occurs across the 
nation with respect to ideas about the future of Solomon Islands, but there is an increasing 
national consciousness, in particular amongst the educated elite residing in the urban areas of 
the country (Jourdan 1995; Kabutaulaka 1998:16). Despite the cultural and linguistic 
diversity that characterises Solomon Islands, people have always had contact with other in-
country groups from other islands through marriage, trade, feasting, warfare, raids and 
headhunting, and with non-Solomon Islanders (Hviding 1996; Keesing 1978). Despite 
extensive interactions with other groups of people, both cultural and linguistic diversity have 
been maintained. These interactions have made Solomon Islanders accustomed to deal with 
outside interests and they have learned how to maximise benefits of such encounters for their 
own communities.  
History 
There are several theories about how Solomon Islands was first inhabited. Some accounts 
argue that Solomon Islands was first inhabited by Papuan-speaking hunters and gatherers 
travelling from Southeast Asia approximately 10 000 years ago (Kabutaulaka 1998:12) while 
others argue that Solomon Islands was settled by Austronesian-speaking populations who 
moved west into Solomon Islands from Polynesia and Vanuatu in the late Lapita period 
(Sheppard & Walters 2006:48). 
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Oral stories from Solomon Islanders themselves present different origin accounts. These 
origin stories differ between tribes and between islands, but a common feature is that 
Solomon Islanders originated from within their islands and not from outside (Kabutaulaka 
1998:13). As will be explained later in this chapter, this knowledge of oral stories remains 
important in Solomon Islands today, as such knowledge has implications for an individual’s 
collective ownership and rights to harvest land and sea resources through genealogy 
(Godelier & Strathern 1991; Hviding 1996; Kabutaulaka 1998:13). These rights become 
instrumental in deciding who can make decisions about particular areas of land and sea. 
Despite the strengths of local origin stories, in Solomon Islands’ schools, children are taught 
Western historical accounts of Solomon Islands’ history. They learn that the Spanish explorer 
Alvaro de Mendana was the first to ‘discover’ what is now called Solomon Islands in 1568. 
Mendana reported that Solomon Islands had an abundance of natural resources and good soil, 
but that the islands did not seem to be of any significant importance and the local residents 
were ‘naked savages’ (Naitoro 2000:4).  
Following the Spanish, Solomon Islanders had extensive contact with ‘ship men’ during the 
first half of the nineteenth century (Bennett 1987:21). These ship men were often whalers and 
Solomon Islanders eagerly traded with them to acquire items such as axes, tomahawks, fish 
hook and nails (Bennett 1987:23). Solomon Islanders also had extensive contact with 
Australians through the Queensland Labour Trade (Moore 2001), a euphemism for infamous 
black-birding (slave capture) activities. Between 1863 and 1904 Queensland, farmers 
‘employed’ approximately 62 000 Pacific Islanders to work on sugar plantations (Moore 
1992:61) most of them as slaves. These islanders, many of them Solomon Islanders, have 
been termed ‘kanakas’ (Moore 1992:65).  
The most significant outside influence on Solomon Islanders’ lives has come from 
missionaries; 98% of contemporary Solomon Islanders regard themselves as Christians 
(McDougall 2009:480). By the end of the 1880s, large parts of Solomon Islands had 
converted to Anglican Christianity (Joseph & Beu 2008:2). Christianity clashed with many 
aspects of traditional customs, such as political structures and warfare. Missionaries 
abolished headhunting, which brought about major changes to Solomon Islanders’ social 
livelihoods, economies, and trade relationships (Joseph & Beu 2008:2; Keesing 1982, 1989).  
Solomon Islands was declared a British Protectorate in 1893 and one of the major 
implications of colonisation was that much customary land was sold for a variety of 
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economic purposes, such as to plantation managers (Bennett 1987). The colony sustained 
itself on proceeds from copra, logging and commercial fishing for over 80 years (Tucker 
2010:5). 
In 1942, Solomon Islands was the scene of battle between America and Japan during World 
War II. At that time the Japanese provided some of the infrastructure that is still present 
today, such as roads, airstrips and the Henderson international airport in Honiara. 
Kabutaulaka (1998) points out that it was after World War II that Solomon Islanders started 
to resist the idea of colonial rule. In particular, Solomon Islanders became opposed to the idea 
of selling customary owned land and complained about the conditions of those who worked 
for the colonisers (Lasaqa 1972). Solomon Islands gained Constitutional Independence on 7 
July 1978, and this was followed by the election of the first Prime Minister, the Hon. Peter 
Kenilorea (Tucker 2010:6). Colonial encounters enabled Solomon Islanders to become 
accustomed to interacting, and conducting business, with people arriving from the ‘outside’ 
and entertaining the propositions these people often bring with them regarding economic 
development and investment. Today, Solomon Islands remains part of the British 
Commonwealth, and is currently a Westminister parliamentary democracy (Hviding 
2003:542).  
The years after Independence were marked by a moderate level of socioeconomic 
development and a strong desire on the part of many Solomon Islanders to participate in the 
cash economy to pay for school fees; build churches, schools and hospitals; and to improve 
infrastructure and living standards. These desires lead to increased urbanisation in the major 
towns, which resulted in tensions between Solomon Islanders from Guadalcanal and those 
from Malaita who were living in Honiara and competing with Guadalcanal landowners for 
scarce resources and jobs. By the end of 1999, this longstanding hostility broke out in a 
violent confrontation between people from two militia groups: the Guadalcanal-based Isatabu 
Freedom Movement and the Malaita-based Malaita Eagle Force (Hviding 2011:51). This 
social unrest included the removal of the legitimate Ulufa’alu Government in 2000, and 
violence and rioting in the capital and surrounding areas (Hviding 2011:51). Although this 
unrest impacted the whole nation, the dispute mainly concerned Solomon Islanders from 
Guadalcanal and Malaita (Moore 2004:3). These events are known locally as ‘the tension’.  
In 2003 an Australian-led peace-keeping force called The Regional Assistance Mission to 
Solomon Islands (RAMSI) arrived in Solomon Islands (Moore 2004:3). This was an 
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intervention supported by all members of the Pacific Islands Forum (Moore 2004:3). During 
the tension, expatriates were evacuated and tourist arrivals stopped completely. 
RAMSI’s task was to re-establish peace, build economic capacity, provide security and 
support legitimate governance structures in the country; many have argued that RAMSI has 
been successful in accomplishing these goals (Kabutaulaka 2005; Moore 2005). However, the 
image of Solomon Islands that was portrayed to the rest of the world as a result of the tension 
and associated military-style intervention was one of large-scale violence across the country. 
This was far from the case, however. Village life away from Honiara continued as normal in 
most parts of Solomon Islands (Hviding 2011:51-52). The principal effects of the ‘tension’ on 
people outside Honiara were only felt indirectly with the disappearance of many public 
services for villages outside of Guadalcanal (Hviding 2011:52). Despite the success of 
RAMSI in restoring law and order to the capital, many people remain concerned that it has 
not resolved the underlying complex issues behind the tension and that violence may return 
once RAMSI withdraws completely (Moore 2005).  
RAMSI forces remains in the country today but most RAMSI personnel are gradually being 
pulled out by their respective governments. Despite their reduced numbers, the current 
presence of RAMSI contributes to the image that Solomon Islands remains a violent county. 
Even though this is not an accurate view of Solomon Islands, and the unrest ceased many 
years ago, it is still argued by many that the tension is one important reason why tourists fail 
to choose Solomon Islands as a holiday destination and one reason for the lack of foreign 
investment in the country (Sofield 1993). 
Economy – a market of raw materials 
The tension affected, and is still affecting, the Solomon Islands economy. The tension 
resulted in the collapse of an already weak Solomon Islands economy, with GDP decreasing 
24% in a matter of four years following the civil unrest; while in the same period, the 
National debt increased by 40% (DFAT 2004:xi). Major businesses closed, and exports fell, 
which resulted in substantial trade deficits.  
In addition to slow economic growth, Solomon Islanders face rapid population growth, high 
unemployment rates, poverty, health issues, poor access to quality education, and corruption 
(Tucker 2010). As a result, in 2009, only a few decades after Independence, Solomon Islands 
was assigned the status of ‘most failed state’ in Oceania (Tucker 2010:7).  
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There are many reasons for the slow pace of development in Solomon Islands. “Poor 
governance, pervasive corruption, misappropriation of funds, disregard of the rule of law and 
government procedures, political favouritism and general inefficiencies have all contributed 
to a lack of trust in the machinery of government and a deterioration in businesses’ operating 
environment” (DFAT 2004:xii). The economy of Solomon Islands needs to expand quickly to 
support the rapidly growing population economically and in terms of subsistence needs.  
Due to a decline in copra production, the native forests of Solomon Islands have become the 
centre of export attention and the perceived solution to the weak Solomon Islands’ economy 
(Hviding & Bayliss-Smith 2000:212). Even though marine resources have provided an 
important export product, it is logging that has been the backbone of the Solomon Islands’ 
economy in recent years (Kabutaulaka 2000; LaFranchi 1999:3). Logging on a large-scale 
commenced in the early 1960s and from 1981-1983, the number of logging licenses increased 
fourfold (Frazer 1997:41). By the early 1990s, Solomon Islands had become almost 
completely dependent on logging (mainly undertaken by Malaysian consortiums) and by 
1994, logging contributed to 56% of the country’s export revenue and 31% of all government 
revenue (Frazer 1997:65).  
International organisations, NGOs and the Ministry of Natural Resources advised the 
government to be cautious with Malaysian investors due to their dismal record of 
unsustainable logging practices in Papua New Guinea and Malaysia (Charlie Panakera pers. 
comm. April 2012). The National Government, however, felt that international organisations 
and NGOs were interfering with domestic politics and economic fiscal policy (Charlie 
Panakera pers. comm. April 2013). Subsequently, Malaysian logging companies entered 
Solomon Islands via Papua New Guinea in the mid-1980s (Kabutaulaka 2000).  
During the 1990s, Asian logging companies queued up to do business with landowners in 
Solomon Islands and logging proponents were welcomed by many who believed that 
royalties from the granting of leases to logging companies would bring much needed cash 
incomes and employment (Hviding & Bayliss-Smith 2000:214; Hviding 2003:542). 
However, the details of the volume of trees to be logged, and the benefits to local 
communities, have been poorly documented with little proof provided that large-scale 
logging has benefited local land-owning communities (Hviding & Bayliss-Smith 2000:206).  
On the contrary, the considerable environmental damage logging has caused is more likely to 
have resulted in a net detriment, especially to local communities. In particular, the Western 
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Province Premier, Job Dudley Tausinga, argued that the social and environmental damage 
caused by logging outweighed any benefits to local communities (Hviding & Bayliss-Smith 
2000:233). Tausinga was not opposed to logging in itself, but rather to unsustainable logging 
operations run by non-Solomon Islanders (Hviding & Bayliss-Smith 2000:233). Tausinga 
(1992:57) asked “how long are we going to continue exporting raw logs to assist other 
countries to progress and keep their industries steady, whilst we could soon face timber 
shortage and unemployment?” Tausinga wanted logging operations to be planned, managed 
and operated by Solomon Islanders, to maximise benefits for landowners and to maintain 
sustainable, rather than unsustainable, logging practices (Edvard Hviding pers. comm. Jan. 
2014). 
Timber exports are now declining, suggesting that timber resources may have outstripped 
their sustainable harvest capacity (Kabutaulaka 2000; Love 2006:9). Due to this decline, the 
Solomon Islands Government is increasingly looking to other industries, such as mining and 
tourism, to replace logging as the mainstay of the National economy (Basi 2008).  
It has been argued that underlying social and economic problems in Solomon Islands are 
standing in the way of real economic growth in the island nation (Tucker 2010). The country 
remains dependent on foreign aid and assistance, particularly from countries such as 
Australia, New Zealand, the United Kingdom and Japan (Lipscomb 1998:190). Australia 
remains Solomon Islands’ main development partner and from 2013-2014, Australia 
provided approximately $AUD164.4.5 million in development assistance to Solomon Islands 
(DFAT 2014). 
Despite overseas assistance and revenue from extractive industries, Solomon Islands’ 
economy at the local level continues to rely almost solely on subsistence (Lipscomb 1998). 
Subsistence provided a safety net for many Solomon Islanders when the National economy 
collapsed and public services disappeared as a result of the ‘tension’. Solomon Islanders were 
able to survive on their natural resources, often bolstered with the support of the church and 
neighbouring villages (Hviding 2011:51-52). Successful subsistence, however, relies on 
sustainable natural resources harvesting (Love 2006:9). Although National policies have been 
designed to protect the natural resources of Solomon Islands, few of these policies have had 
any lasting effects on Solomon Islanders’ efforts to protect their natural resources (Graham 
Baines pers comm. March 2014). Both the National Government and Solomon Islanders have 
been required to balance external economic pressures - that are based on the exploitation of 
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natural resources - and internal subsistence resource needs. Outside agents have advised to 
consider, instead, the importance of natural resources as an economic safety net for future 
generations. Nevertheless, the Solomon Islands Government is reliant on the exploitation of 
natural resources to balance the country’s trade deficit (Love 2006:9). With an economy 
based almost entirely on imports rather than exports, it is challenging to adopt a hands-off 
approach to the country’s natural resources.  
Traditional forms of exchange, leadership and decision-making remain important in Solomon 
Islands despite current emphases on economic development, foreign investment and 
economic viability. In addition to decision making being made through National and 
Provincial Governments, many decisions are also made at village level. Even though 
Solomon Islands’ governance is based on a written constitution similar to countries like 
Australia, many crucial livelihood issues operate outside such formal governance structures. 
There is, therefore, often a tension between Western-style ways of governance and traditional 
clan models, but as Rudkin & Hall (1996:207) argue, the latter is losing its significance to 
suit the interests of the Western-educated elite. In Solomon Islands, land disputes have 
occurred when a monetary value is put on natural resources that are collectively owned 
according to custom (Rudkin & Hall 1996:207). This is particularly important to understand 
when investigating the implications of tourism development in Marovo Lagoon (Chapter 3).   
Kastom, the wantok system, and the authority of the chief are still important components of 
Solomon Islands life. Many traditional practices are still operating and a new social system 
has been established to protect and maintain the ‘Solomon way’.  
Connections to land-sea and wantokism 
Approximately 85% of all land and sea in Solomon Islands is owned by Solomon Islanders 
under customary law (Hviding 1998b:257) and this ownership is enshrined in the 
constitution. Even though chiefs of kin-based groups act as custodians for natural resources, 
customary land and sea are owned by local kin-based groups and decisions regarding land 
and sea are made collectively by these owners. Rights to territorial control are hereditary and 
Solomon Islanders express strong attachments to these shared ancestral territorial estates 
(Hviding 1998b:258).  
Attachment to land and sea through kin-based groups have proven important in the face of 
extensive outside interest in the natural resources of Solomon Islands. In many ways, 
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Solomon Islands is seen as an ‘untapped’ source of valuable natural resources (Hviding 
1990:13). Due to the majority of land and sea being locally owned, outside interests often 
have to deal with local communities to gain access to natural resources such as timber and 
marine life.  Consequently, the strong connection between people and their land and sea has 
meant that Solomon Islanders have a great deal of autonomy in deciding who can access 
customary land and exploit natural resources. This attachment is also important in 
understanding the dynamics of increased urbanisation in Solomon Islands. Increased 
urbanisation has emerged as a result of increasing poverty, inflation, a staggering 
unemployment rate and a desire to participate in the cash economy (Douglas 2004:33). Many 
Solomon Islanders from rural areas of the country travel to the bigger cities to obtain Western 
goods, to access the world outside the village, and to seek employment. This increased 
urbanisation has led to the increased importance of the wantok system.  
Wantokism is a socio-economic and political system that operates in Pacific countries such as 
Solomon Islands, and Papua New Guinea (Nanau 2011:31). It is a fairly recent social 
category, being given a designation with the development of Melanesian Pijin during the 
1800s (Nanau 2011:31). The word wantok derives from the Pijin word for ‘one [wan] talk 
[tok]’ and refers to people who come from the same language group, or more specifically, 
from the same lineage or clan (Jourdan 2002:257; Renzio 1999:19). The wantok system 
operates as a social category that advocates co-operation, caring, reciprocal support for clan 
members, and a shared attachment to kastom and locality (Nanau 2011:32). Kastom derives 
from the English word ‘custom’ and broadly refers to the shared ‘traditions’ and ways of 
living of a single language or wantok group (Love 2006:10; Nanau 2011:33).  
The wantok system becomes most relevant in areas such as Honiara, when people from 
various parts of Solomon Islands, speaking different local languages, come together to live 
(Jourdan 2002:257). The wantok system provides a safety net for those moving to cities. The 
system requires family members, or close village associates, who travel to Honiara or other 
large towns for work, to support their families and close associates back in their village, 
either financially or via favours (Hauriasi & Davey 2009:232; Jourdan 2002:257). But this 
system also applies in reverse, where village-based families and kin are required to support 
town-dwellers who fall on hard times and have no access to land for food (Lipscomb 
1998:190).  
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The wantok system has become increasingly conspicuous in recent times. People who have 
wantoks in positions of power are often able to receive support from government officials in 
ways others cannot (Kabutaulaka 1998). Wantoks often support each other in political 
elections and form political alliances that support the widespread instances of government 
corruption (Kabutaulaka 1998:25; Morgan & McLeod 2006:423; Saldanha 2004:40). It has 
been argued that it is the widespread corruption and conspicuous uses of the wantok system 
that hinders significant economic growth and good governance in Solomon Islands (Hauriasi 
& Davey 2009:232; Saldanha 2004). 
Nevertheless, the wantok system remains important in Solomon Islands and assists in 
maintaining connections to kinship groups and kastom in the face of increased urbanisation. 
This is indeed also the case for the residents of Marovo Lagoon. 
 
Marovo Lagoon 
Geography and demography 
Marovo Lagoon is located in the Western Province of Solomon Islands at the southern end of 
the New Georgia group of islands. It is the largest saltwater lagoon in the world (Figure 1.1; 
Bayliss-Smith 1993; Hviding & Baines 1994:17) and there are hundreds of islands, many 
uninhabited, that make up the geography of the lagoon.  Approximately 12 000 Melanesians 
live in the 70 villages throughout the lagoon (Albert et al. 2008; Hviding 1996; Kinch et al. 
2006:17). The islands of the lagoon are ecologically complex and cover an area of over 700 
square kilometres (Buckius et al. 2010; Stoddart 1969). Marovo is seen as one of the ‘richer’ 
areas of Solomon Islands, in terms of an abundance of land and sea resources, Indigenous 
knowledge, and the complex and unique marine tenure system (Hviding 1996:42).  
As with the rest of Solomon Islands, the socio-cultural framework of Marovo Lagoon is one 
of diversity, based on linguistics and more recently, religion. In Marovo Lagoon, five 
languages are spoken – Marovo, Vangunu, Bareke, Hoava and Kusaghe (Hviding & Baines 
1994:17). These languages are all closely related, but Marovo language remains dominant 
and is understood and spoken by the four other language groups (Hviding 1996:12).  
Religion is important to Marovo people and nearly every village has a church. Most people in 
Marovo Lagoon belong either to the Seventh Day Adventist Church (SDA) (60%) or the 
United Church (Hviding & Baines 1994:17). However, the Christian Fellowship Church and 
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South Sea Evangelical Church are also found in Marovo Lagoon (Hviding & Baines 
1994:17). In contemporary Marovo Lagoon, Christianity and various aspects of life prior to 
missionaries’ arrival, operate side by side.  
Connections to land and sea 
As with people throughout Solomon Islands, Marovo people have a strong sense of belonging 
to place, which assigns individual rights to access and use natural resources in specific 
territories managed by the corporate clans (butubutu) to which people belong. 
In addition to distinctions based on language and religion, Marovo people have a strong sense 
of connection and belonging to place. Connection to place reflects other important aspects of 
Marovo culture such as economy; identity; and local decision making. As discussed above, 
Solomon Islanders have individual rights to use natural resources in specific territories 
managed by the corporate groups to which they belong. 
Traditionally, the social structure of Marovo Lagoon saw people bound together through 
three main elements – land, tribe and gods (ancestors) (Hviding 1996). In contemporary 
Marovo Lagoon, social organisation is by localised kinship groups called butubutu that define 
the area of land and sea to which each individual belongs and holds kinship rights (Hviding 
1996:143). These kinship groups create the framework for the economic and political systems 
of Marovo. They reify people’s relationships to specific areas of both land and sea, and 
determine who has access and rights to harvest resources in certain areas (Hviding 1996:143). 
A butubutu is historically connected to a particular land and/or sea area termed puava 
(Hviding 1996:143). “In practice, puava is the territorial estate of a butubutu and 
demonstrates that land and inshore sea and reefs are seen as interdependent parts of a spatial 
continuum in Marovo Lagoon” (Hviding & Baines 1994:19). Marovo people, as in many 
other Pacific island cultures, do not make a strong distinction between land and sea but rather 
see them as “essential parts of one general entity of space and resources” (Hviding & Baines 
1994:19). This lack of distinction is reflected in the customary tenure system (Hviding & 
Baines 1994:19).  
Marovo people trace their descent through a cognatic system that includes bilateral 
inheritance. In practice this means that people receive membership of a butubutu through 
both their mother and father. Consequently, a person can be a member of more than one 
butubutu and can therefore have access and use rights in several puava. Through membership 
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of their primary butubutu, Marovo people identify themselves as either ‘bush people (tinoni 
pa goana)’ or ‘coast people (tinoni pa idere)’ based on their primary place of habitation and 
principal livelihood activity: either gardening or fishing (Hviding 1996:96).  
If one can trace one’s ancestry to a specific butubutu, one can collect hinoho rights 
(peripheral) to a puava and can plant and harvest from this area. This is different from 
nginira (primary) rights, which reflect a ‘strong’ membership to a puava and provide the 
right to ‘speak about’ and be a guardian (chinakei) over a puava (Hviding 1996:100). Anyone 
who does not possess either of these two different kinds of rights must ask for permission to 
extract resources from the puava. The various affairs of a butubutu, especially issues 
regarding land use and relationships with people from outside the locality, are managed by a 
senior elder or ‘chief’, locally called bangara (Hviding 1996:78). 
Today, Marovo people still recognise the distinction between ‘coast people’ and ‘bush 
people’, but Marovo people now all live by the sea and exploit both coastal and bush 
resources (Hviding 1996:128). The butubutu continues to have the autonomous right to 
determine how the land or sea is to be utilised and this right is a part of customary law 
protected by the Solomon Islands Constitution; but this right is often undermined through 
legal and administrative manoeuvring (Hviding 2003:542; Sofield 1993:734).  
It is important to recognise that access to land and sea is unevenly distributed in Marovo due 
to the historical connections of a butubutu to either ‘bush’ or ‘sea’. In practice this means that 
some butubutu with connections to ‘bush’ hold vast amounts of forest but only a small 
proportion of sea, while ‘coast’ butubutu conversely hold vast amounts of sea but not much 
land. Nevertheless, the land-sea tenure system in Marovo is adaptive and butubutu have been 
able to negotiate use rights in each other’s puava based on reciprocity; in this way people 
have been able to access resources associated with both land and sea. However, due to the 
increased outside interest in the forests and fisheries of Marovo Lagoon, the uneven 
distribution of land and sea territories has become more apparent and has led to 
land/sea/puava resource disputes. For instance, coast butubutu that do not have access to 
large tracts of forest do not have the same opportunity as bush butubutu to benefit financially 
from logging. Instead, members of coastal butubutu must look to other industries to 
development opportunities in the cash economy, which is becoming increasingly important to 
Marovo people.  
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History 
Prior to the end of the 19th century, Marovo Lagoon was dominated by inter-tribal warfare, 
inter-island trade, and headhunting (Hviding 1996:89, 91). Marovo people worshipped 
ancestors who required mana and warfare/headhunting were the principle ways of obtaining 
this (Hviding 1996:88) 
The first vessel to come into New Georgia carrying tinoni vaka (‘white men’ or ‘ship men’) 
passed by local villages in 1787 (Jackson 1978:43 in Hviding 1996:102). These tea-traders 
passed through the New Georgia Islands as a short-cut between America and China; no 
contact was made with the locals (Hviding 1996:102).  
Many other ships followed this first vessel. These tinoni vaka were often whalers or convicts, 
but some came to New Georgia to trade with local people for goods such as turtle shell and 
bêche-de-mer (Bennett 1987:49). Some ships were approached by Marovo residents who 
wanted to exchange, for instance, shell ornaments for equipment made of iron (Bennett 
1987:23; Jackson 1978:45 in Hviding 1996:102). Iron axes were particularly sought after as 
they proved useful tools in headhunting, gardening and canoe-making.  
In the years that followed these initial contacts, the islands of Marovo Lagoon became a 
popular trading place for Marovo residents and Europeans. To support an increasing trade 
economy, maps of Marovo were drawn, and one can read early accounts of interactions with 
Marovo people in diaries and log books written by Europeans (Hviding 1996:106). Marovo 
people became accustomed to dealing with these European traders and for a long time they 
maintained the upper hand in these trading activities.  
Trade, however, brought not only access to foreign goods, but also inter-tribal competition. 
Some Marovo chiefs warned traders about dangerous people living in villages nearby, and 
promised to offer protection to European traders who swore to deal only with them and not 
with neighbouring villages. As a result, it was often the coastal butubutu that benefitted from 
trade as they were easily accessible by passing boats.  
In the mid-1880s, several permanent trading stations and coconut plantations were 
established in Marovo Lagoon (Hviding 1996:108). Trade brought weapons such as axes and 
guns that made some clans very powerful. Consequently, headhunting and warfare escalated 
with some clans going on raids that slaughtered entire communities and lead to considerable 
depopulation of certain parts of Marovo Lagoon. There were even instances where European 
traders were killed.  
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When Solomon Islands became a Protectorate in 1893, one of the priorities of the colonisers 
was to stop the extensive warfare and head-hunting in the New Georgia region (Hviding 
1996:109). Using British naval power, colonial administrators were successful in 
discontinuing head-hunting activity, but oral histories from within Marovo Lagoon point out 
that the decision to stop headhunting and warfare was also a local decision due to changes in 
local power structures, and because Marovo people had simply grown weary of the constant 
warfare (Hviding 1996:110).  
The arrival of the ship Penguin in 1893 is remembered as the coming of the ‘government’ 
(Hviding 1996:110). The taking of Marovo Lagoon by the British started with violence, 
mostly affecting Marovo residents. Twenty years later, an alliance between a local bangara 
and the colonisers saw the violence stopped and the police force – stationed in Marovo after 
1893 - withdrew in 1913 (Hviding 1996:113).  
Another important landmark in the history of Marovo Lagoon is the arrival of missionaries. 
Missionaries had visited Marovo as early as 1866 but had no lasting effect on local 
inhabitants at this time (Hviding 1996:118). The Methodist Church arrived in neighbouring 
Roviana Lagoon in 1902 and wanted to move further into Marovo Lagoon but was met with 
resistance, in particular from Bera, the chief of the village of Repi (Hviding 1996:118). When 
the Australian Adventist Church arrived in 1914, Marovo people were more receptive, 
probably because the SDA church promised to teach people English (Hviding 1996:119-120). 
By 1915, every Marovo village was either a Methodist (United Church) or SDA settlement 
(Hviding 1996:120). The British Government and the missions introduced many socio-
political changes, in particular to the relationship between coast and bush people, as formerly 
consolidated butubutu would be separated into either SDA or United Church villages 
(Hviding 1996:120). The SDA church also had profound impacts on the everyday life of 
Marovo villagers who adopted this faith; in SDA villages parishioners are not permitted to 
work on the Sabbath (Saturday) and are prohibited from eating certain foods such as pork and 
shellfish. Nevertheless, despite these recent church-based impositions, certain aspects of life 
before Christianity remain important and many practices and concepts have been firmly 
incorporated into contemporary Christianity in Marovo Lagoon. Concepts such as mana and 
kastom remain important and many members of the SDA church say a prayer before fishing 
which is strikingly similar to fishing spells used prior to Christianity (Hviding 1996:122). 
Alongside Christianity, a strong belief in spiritual places, such as tambu (taboo) sites, 
ancestors and sorcery remain in Marovo Lagoon (Hviding 1996:123)  
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From subsistence economy to logging  
Prior to the arrival of Europeans, Marovo people had been completely dependent on a 
subsistence economy and inter-tribal exchange. Trading with Europeans brought cash 
cropping, and copra was the first regular source of cash income (Hviding 1996:116). From 
the 1960s to the mid-1980s, Western Province was the most progressive of all the provinces 
in Solomon Islands in terms of adoption of a Western-style trading economy. Through the 
export of copra, cocoa and fish, Western Province generated 65% of all foreign exchange for 
the entire country. But production of these commodities could not be sustained. 
Employment opportunities in Marovo Lagoon have always been scarce. Some Marovo 
residents are involved in craft sales to tourists, bait fishing for the Taiwanese tuna industry, or 
small-scale local logging and milling industry activities (Hviding 1996; Hviding 2003; 
Hviding & Baines 1994:17-18; Sofield 1993:738). But cash from these sources is limited 
both in quantity and distribution, and most of these industries lead to seasonal or temporary 
work at best. As a consequence, the eagerness to earn cash has led to unsustainable 
harvesting of natural resources, such as the highly prized export commodity bêche-de-mer, 
and dynamite fishing. 
Logging was initially welcomed by many Marovo villagers. Logging in Marovo Lagoon 
commenced in the late 1950s at the township of Batuna. Logging activity was occurring on a 
large-scale by 1963 with the formation of Levers Pacific Timber Company and by the 1970s, 
this company had become the biggest employer in the Western Province (Hviding & Bayliss-
Smith 2000:213). Several other multi-national companies, such as Golden Springs 
International, have since become involved in logging in Marovo Lagoon and surrounding 
areas. The transformations of the landscape through logging are clearly visible from the air 
(Hviding & Bayliss-Smith 2000:205).  
It is important to point out that Marovo people are by no means victims of the logging 
industry. Rather, they have actively encouraged logging as it provides them with an 
opportunity to make large amounts of money. However, they have also been active in 
stopping those logging operations deemed to be highly unsustainable or illegal. For instance, 
in 2004, a group of Marovo landowners from Bili went to court to evict a logging operator 
from their islands and questioned why the logging company had been granted a license in the 
first place, because their practices were unsustainable (BBC Monitoring South Pacific 2004). 
Levers Pacific Timber Company also withdrew completely from the country after failing to 
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reach a deal with landowners because of the complicated customary landownership system 
(Foale 2001). With the range of different logging companies wishing to fell trees in Marovo 
Lagoon, local landowners can be selective about who they will permit to access customary 
land. 
Even though logging has the capacity to bring wealth to Marovo Lagoon, many people today 
are concerned about the environmental impacts of logging and the limited amount of logging 
revenue that trickles down to communities affected by logging operations. These concerns 
increased when Marovo Lagoon was nominated to become a World Heritage Listed Area in 
the 1980s.  
World Heritage listing nomination 
In 1980, the Ministry of Natural Resources, in conjunction with New Zealand Overseas 
Development Assistance (NZODA), recommended that East Rennell and Marovo Lagoon be 
reserved as National Assets, and be nominated for listing as World Heritage Natural Sites 
(Hviding & Bayliss-Smith 2000:298, 314). Even though foreign consultants were enthusiastic 
and supportive of this move, the original impetus for applying for World Heritage listing 
came from anti-logging chiefs and politicians from Solomon Islands (Hviding & Bayliss-
Smith 2000:295). The Solomon Islands Government had signed UNESCO’s ‘Convention 
Concerning the Protection of the World Cultural and Natural Heritage’ and had therefore 
pledged to conserve listed sites in the country (Hviding & Bayliss-Smith 2000:298).  
The case of East Rennell was simple to process as the island is fairly isolated. Only 500 
people inhabit this island, which does not have a history of extensive resource extraction 
(Hviding & Bayliss-Smith 2000:299). 
Marovo Lagoon was nominated for World Heritage listing based on the lagoon’s cultural and 
environmental features. To achieve listing, UNESCO needed to be convinced that the natural 
resources of Marovo Lagoon were being managed in a non-destructive way (Hviding & 
Bayliss-Smith 2000:299). The extraction of logs from Marovo forests at a faster rate than 
desired from a conservation perspective, along with other evidence for degradation and 
pollution of the lagoon, would not quality Marovo Lagoon under the World Heritage criteria. 
As a result, the attempt to make Marovo Lagoon a World Heritage site was abandoned.  
A World Heritage listing may have brought many long-term benefits to Marovo residents. 
Instead, most of the forests on Marovo Lagoon’s two biggest islands - Vangunu and Gatokae 
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- have been are stripped of their resources. The attempt to nominate Marovo Lagoon as a 
World Heritage site attracted much attention from agents outside Solomon Islands. Many of 
these have come to Marovo Lagoon with a mission to discourage local support for logging 
operations and instead promote sustainable development and conservation. Marovo residents 
have therefore become involved in what is locally called porojek, which refers to NGO 
initiated projects focusing on community participation (Hviding 2003:543). 
Environmentalism and Projects of Desire 
The local resistance to unsustainable and illegal logging operations in New Georgia gave 
Marovo residents a reputation for being “an Indigenous population eager to repel capitalist 
resource grabbers and enlist in the noble cause of conservation” (Hviding & Bayliss-Smith 
2000:295).	  From the 1980s, this reputation attracted a number of outside agents with various, 
often conflicting, visions for the future for the people and the environment of Marovo Lagoon 
(Hviding 2003:539). One of the first initiatives was undertaken by the Maruia Society, an 
environmental group from New Zealand that wrote a report called A Protected Forest System 
for the Solomon Islands (Lees et al. 1991). This report proposed the establishment of several 
protected areas in Solomon Islands, including in Marovo Lagoon, but made little mention of 
local needs to use the species within the proposed protected areas (Hviding & Bayliss Smith 
2000:298). The underlying purpose of these protected areas was biodiversity conservation; 
local community needs were largely ignored.  
Hviding (2003:539) categorises the various recent encounters between Marovo people and 
outsiders as follows: ‘The West’ (environmentalist NGOs); ‘The East’ (logging companies); 
and ‘the Rest’ (other Solomon Islanders). These outsiders all have different interests and may 
be unaware of the moral and political agendas of the people of Marovo and indeed of the 
other outside groups (Hviding 2003:539). With contestation over the future of the natural 
resources of Marovo Lagoon, various butubutu in Marovo have entered many negotiations 
and discussions with transnational companies over access to natural resources, and this has 
often lead to disputes over who has the right to accept or decline such access (Hviding 
1990:13).  
Even though Marovo residents were initially positive about logging, a decline in local 
approval of the industry is apparent today. Despite the economic benefits logging may bring 
to some landowners, many Marovo residents feel that they do not benefit financially from the 
extensive logging on their customary land, especially as many of the ‘landowners’ spent their 
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logging royalties on alcohol and other luxuries acquired in Honiara (Hviding 2011:57; 
Hviding & Bayliss-Smith 2000:215; Kabutaulaka 2000). Many people also express their 
frustration at having lost the opportunity of becoming a World Heritage Site due to logging. 
As a consequence, many land disputes have arisen as a result of disagreements over who has 
customary rights to specific tracts of land and who has the power to sign contracts (and 
thereby earn royalties) with logging companies. When logging companies initiate 
negotiations with butubutu they are often looking for an individual with whom to deal, but no 
individual in a butubutu can make decisions about land and sea without permission from the 
rest of the butubutu (Hviding & Bayliss-Smith 2000:215). The term ‘landowner’ is thus a 
problematic term in Marovo, as ownership to land and sea is complex and without knowledge 
about this specific way in which people relate to sea and land, conducting business in Marovo 
Lagoon can be challenging. 
The common purpose of many ENGOs is for Marovo residents to adopt conservation, instead 
of unsustainable resource extraction, by engaging people in ‘Integrated Conservation and 
Development’ (ICAD) projects (Foale 2001:44). Hviding (2003) terms these ‘projects of 
desire’ that support ‘alternative development’ initiatives such as aquaculture, paper-making, 
eco-forestry and ecotourism (Love 2006:13). These projects are seen as promoting industries 
other than the ones based on large-scale resource extraction and as providing local 
communities with economic development.  
However, the conflicting ideas about the future of Marovo Lagoon, and the tendency for 
outside interference to either ignore or override local forms of decision-making, and local-
socio-cultural requirements (Foale 2001; Hviding 2003:544), has implications for the 
implementation of ICAD projects as the co-operation and support of the local community is 
crucial.  
One such organisation promoting conservation alternatives to extractive industries is the 
ENGO Greenpeace Pacific, which undertook a report on alternative small-scale economic 
options (LaFranchi 1999) and a Social Impact Assessment (Rosoman 2001) in Marovo 
Lagoon. Greenpeace Pacific found that commercial development strategies and Western-style 
materialism had a profound impact on village life and the environment in Marovo Lagoon. 
Consequently, the reports concluded that Marovo residents should not engage in large-scale 
development initiatives such as logging, mining and commercial fishing, and rather adopt 
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small-scale business models such as eco-timber, ecotourism, carving and sustainable marine 
harvesting (LaFranchi 1999; Rosoman 2001).  
One common misconceptions made by environmentalists is that all peoples understand the 
importance of environmental conservation (Ingold 2000; Nygren 1998; Strathern 1980; West 
2006). This of course, is not the case globally. In Marovo Lagoon, people do not make a 
distinction between nature and culture as occurs in the ‘West’ (Ross et al. 2011). As a result, 
Marovo residents see no reason to protect and conserve the environment in a Western sense 
(cf. Sillitoe 2002, see also Goldman 2001; Nygren 1998; Ingold 2000; West 2006). Some 
environmentalists have given money directly to villages to encourage them to adopt an 
environmentalist paradigm. This financial incentive approach can sometimes bring 
unforeseen consequences such as occurred in 2013 when 900 dolphins were killed in South 
Malaita when a community did not receive the money they had been promised by an 
environmentalist group as an incentive to discontinue traditional dolphin hunting practices 
(Cooney 2013). The slaughter of the dolphins was revenge by the village for what they saw 
as a breach of the agreement between themselves and the conservation group (Cooney 2013) 
and demonstrates that the main motivation for the cessation of dolphin hunting was cash, and 
not conservation.  
It is cases like this that demonstrate the problems that can arise in response to cash incentives 
for the adoption of foreign paradigms. An alternative strategy is to offer people other 
development opportunities. Most recently, to encourage conservation in places like Marovo 
Lagoon, environmental organisations have chosen ecotourism as the mechanism to promote 
their environmentalist agenda, while simultaneously creating a direct economic alternative to 
logging. As a result, conservation and tourism versus logging and environmental destruction 
has become a common theme in Marovo Lagoon and this will be discussed in the next 
chapter.  
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Chapter 3:  Tourism in Solomon Islands and Marovo Lagoon 
 
“In those areas where environmental protection is needed, tourism can provide the 
custom owner with the needed cash, the area is left undisturbed and the cash return is 
ongoing. Tourism, therefore, allows cash to be received for the privilege of visiting 
the land, but with no resource depletion. Economic benefits are thus gained with 
future land use options being retained” (TCSP 1990:42). 
 
Introduction 
This chapter provides an overview of the history of tourism development in Solomon Islands 
and Marovo Lagoon to provide a framework for understanding how tourism has become 
accepted as a viable development strategy for Solomon Islands. Compared to other South 
Pacific nations, the tourism industry in Solomon Islands is relatively undeveloped and did not 
commence until the mid-1970s when the country began to look toward development other 
than extractive industries to support a struggling economy based on export of natural 
resources.  
In this chapter I discuss how tourism, and in particular ecotourism, is seen as a way to 
achieve rural economic development, attract foreign investment and promote sustainability in 
Solomon Islands. I demonstrate that, despite perceptions of, and aspirations for, a robust 
tourism industry, there are many problems associated with implementing tourism in Solomon 
Islands. I provide case studies from Anuha Island Resort (Sofield 1996) and Lauvi Lagoon 
Wilderness Trail (Rudkin & Hall 1996) to illustrate these problems. I show that despite low 
tourist arrivals and failed tourism ventures, the Solomon Islands Government still regards 
tourism as an important potential source of national income. I review the way in which 
tourism has been promoted, especially in Marovo Lagoon.  
In Marovo Lagoon, tourism has been marketed as an alternative economic activity to the 
logging industry, with tourism promoters emphasising the environmentally friendly nature of 
the tourism industry as opposed to logging. As a consequence, I also discuss how perceptions 
of tourism by Marovo residents have changed as a result of this promotion of tourism and 
outline how these perceptions influence tourism development in the lagoon. 
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Tourism Development in Solomon Island 
History 
Tourism is portrayed as a low-impact industry that can contribute to increased foreign 
exchange earnings and improve living standards for small-scale societies (e.g. Buckley 
2012:530; Rudkin & Hall 1996:203; Sharpley 2009:29; Stonich 2000). This is particularly 
true for the South Pacific. Many of the tourists who travel to this region are motivated by a 
desire to experience ‘other’ cultures and environments and engage in activities such as 
diving, snorkelling, bush walking, hiking and World War II tourism (Rudkin & Hall 
1996:203, 209).  
Compared to many other South Pacific nations, Solomon Islands is a relative newcomer to 
tourism development (Rudkin & Hall 1996). It was not until the mid-1970s that tourists 
began travelling regularly to Solomon Islands (de Burlo 1989). These tourists were often 
‘anti-tourists’ searching for ‘authentic’ holiday experiences. This view is grounded in a 
common perception that popular tourist destinations are not authentic because tourism, and 
tourists themselves, change the places in which tourism occurs (Johnston 2005:9; Sharpley 
1994).  
Today, tourism remains a small contributor to GDP in Solomon Islands, making up 
$SBD396.1 million (5.1% of GDP in 2013), with only 4.4% of the work force in Solomon 
Islands directly employed in the industry (WTTC 2014a). These are low numbers compared 
to neighbouring Vanuatu, where the tourism industry has a direct contribution to GDP of 
23.2%, with 18.2% of the workforce employed in tourism (WTTC 2014b). Of the 7000 
visitors arriving in Solomon Islands in the second quarter of 2012, only 21% (1470) arrived 
for tourism purposes (WTTC 2013). Instead, the majority came for Business or Conference 
(30.7%) or for other (36.9%) purposes (WTTC 2013).  
Tourism is regarded as an environmentally and culturally friendly alternative to natural 
resource extraction, with the tourism industry expected to diversify the Solomon Islands’ 
economy and provide development for its population through employment, overseas 
investment and inter-cultural interaction (LaFranchi 1999; Rosoman 2001).  
Interest in tourism in Solomon Islands is fairly recent. Prior to Independence, the British 
administration regarded tourism as an inappropriate form of development (Sofield 2003:199). 
It was argued that tourism would make Solomon Islands dependent on foreign capital, aid 
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and assistance and therefore weaken the country’s autonomy (Sofield 1996:182-183). Instead, 
the Protectorate focused on development strategies such as agriculture, infrastructure, 
education, health and inter-island trading (Sofield 1993:732). After Independence, early 
national governments remained reluctant to attract tourists due to concerns about expatriate 
dominance and consequent low economic benefits to Solomon Islanders (Douglas 2004:34; 
Sofield 1993:732). A consequence of this reluctance has been the slow development of 
tourism and emphasis instead on development of extractive industries. 
The 1980s were marked by a combination of increased timber exports and population growth, 
both of which increased pressure on the country’s natural resources (Sofield 1993:733). 
Tourism became more acceptable when Solomon Islands explored other industries to support 
population growth, increase employment, and provide a substitute for reliance on 
unsustainable timber exports (Burns 2004:60). In 1987, the National Tourism Policy 
emphasised the importance of attracting both foreign and local investment into tourism 
development (Sofield 1993:733). In 1990, a 10-year Tourism Development Plan was 
announced which emphasised the importance of developing local tourism ventures to 
maximise economic benefits for Solomon Islanders (Burns 2004; Sofield 1996:733; TCSP 
1990) and envisioned 50 000 visitors by per year by 2000 (TCSP 1990). This plan was highly 
influenced by the slogan ‘for the people, by the people’ which began to circulate in political 
circles from 1989 (Burns 2004:62-63). Developing tourism ventures on customary land was 
promoted to protect the rights of landowners (Sofield 1993:734; TCSP 1990). Government 
policies on tourism development also emphasised the natural, cultural and historical features 
of the country to maximise participation by local communities (Sofield 1993:733).  
As a result of government plans and policies, tourism development since the mid-1980s has 
been a high priority in the agenda of the Solomon Islands Government. Tourism is seen as 
one way to create jobs, earn foreign exchange, balance the country’s staggering debt and 
increase the interaction between Solomon Islands and other nations (Rudkin & Hall 
1996:211). At the same time, the country’s reliance on exports of primary produce, and the 
unsustainable nature of large-scale resource extraction, have intensified the push for tourism 
development (Burns 2004:60). The appropriateness of tourism is argued to be based on the 
‘natural’ beauty of the country, and the existence of excellent places for dive tourism, hike 
tourism and World War II tourism (de Burlo 1989).  
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Ecotourism has been promoted as the most appropriate tourism model to develop for 
Solomon Islands (LaFranchi 1999; TCSP 1990). The Tourism Council of South Pacific 
(TCSP) has argued that ecotourism has the qualities to provide more long term benefits than 
logging. TCSP has directed substantial funding into the promotion and development of 
ecotourism in Solomon Islands (Rudkin & Hall 1996:208). However, developing and 
implementing tourism successfully, and attracting both foreign and local investment into the 
Solomon Islands’ tourism industry, have proved more challenging than the 10-year tourism 
development plan envisioned. Tourists did not arrive in expected numbers; the tourism 
industry remained undeveloped; and Solomon Islanders met several challenges in attempting 
to start a tourism business.  
In 1993, Solomon Islands only received 3917 visitors, which was a significant decline from 
the 5051 visitors the previous year (Hall & Rudkin 1996:210). In 1995, Rob Greenaway, a 
consultant sent by the World Bank to develop a report about Solomon Islands’ tourism 
industry, reported that the industry was almost undeveloped and showed no signs of growth 
(Hviding & Bayliss-Smith 2000:300). Greenaway argued that problems included the lack of 
accommodation and activities for tourists; but the principal issue was lack of tourists. He 
further noted that tourism development was taking place without consideration for market 
demand (Hviding & Bayliss-Smith 2000:301). [There is] “a large amount of eco-tourist 
lodges being developed in Marovo Lagoon, well in advance of any obvious demand for 
accommodation of this type” (Greenaway 1995:9 cited in Hviding & Bayliss-Smith 
2000:301). Therefore, the interest in ecotourism seemed to be ahead of its time as Solomon 
Islands remained a relatively unknown country and certainly was not a popular tourist 
destination (Hviding & Bayliss-Smith 2000:301).  
To date, tourism development in Solomon Islands has proven ineffective in providing 
significant benefits to communities. Instead, successful tourism ventures are predominantly 
operated by expatriates or by nationals with expatriate funding and access to advanced 
modern marketing services. Many expatriates have prior experience with running a tourism 
business in their home countries and therefore often have a level of knowledge and access to 
funds and the tourism market well above that of Solomon Islanders. As a result, despite the 
emphasis on tourism and community participation in government policies and plans, 
Solomon Islanders are often disadvantaged in the tourism industry. 
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The implementation gap 
Even though the Solomon Islands Government has become supportive of tourism 
development, the implementation of government goals and policies aimed at tourism 
development has proven challenging (see Sofield 1996:733). Burns (2004:57) points out that 
the 10-year Solomon Islands Tourism Development Plan failed to execute tourism planning 
in a manner that was appropriate for the cultural context of Solomon Islands. The Plan was 
developed based on a model of master planning used by governments, aid agencies and 
consultants in cultural contexts outside the socio-cultural mores of Solomon Islands (Burns 
2004). The Plan was therefore not developed in relation to the specific geographical, cultural 
and social contexts of Solomon Islands and the aspirations and perceptions of Solomon 
Islanders. Even though community participation was a major focus of the 10-year plan, 
community consultation was not a significant part of developing the Plan (Burns 2004).  
Sofield (1993:734) argues that Dunsire’s (1978) ‘implementation gap’ can be used to explain 
the relationship between planning and implementation of tourism in Solomon Islands. 
Dunsire (1978) distinguished between non-implementation and unsuccessful implementation. 
Sofield (1993:735) argues non-implementation has been the case in Solomon Islands as 
“tourism policy is not put into effect because those involved in its execution have not been 
able to overcome [the] obstacles [over] which they had little or no control”. In Solomon 
Islands, these obstacles are primarily the lack of tourists, lack of a clear tourism product, and 
insufficient marketing; all of these challenges will be discussed further later chapters in this 
thesis.  
Even though the tourism policies and goals discussed above emphasise the importance of 
community participation in the tourism industry, Sofield (1993) argues that local 
communities are in fact disadvantaged because legislative structures are highly influenced by 
their colonial legacy, which have not been adapted to the Solomon Islands’ context (Sofield 
1993:736). There are, for instance, strict building regulations, such as cyclone reinforcements 
and fire safety measures, which must be met to acquire an operating licence. However, these 
regulations would be hard to impose on the basic eco-lodges that are often made out of ‘bush’ 
materials. Knowledge of the legal system and formal applications written in English are 
needed to acquire funding to start a tourism business – knowledge usually beyond local 
village-based tourism aspirants. 
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As a result, it is usually only the educated elite, often with [wantok] connections to the 
government and knowledge of how to acquire funding, who are successful in receiving 
support to build and operate a tourism business. Even though the intentions of the National 
Government are well-meaning, it is challenging for local communities to participate in the 
tourism industry, even though they have a strong desire to do so. Instead, the tourism industry 
in Solomon Islands is dominated by expatriate interests and the educated elite; it rarely 
benefits local communities, which is the primary aim of the Solomon Islands Plan and 
Tourism Policy. There is, therefore, a significant disconnect between the tourism 
development goals and the implementation of these goals and policies in Solomon Islands.  
 
Implementing tourism in Solomon Islands  
There are several examples of attempts to implement tourism on customary land in Solomon 
Islands. Many of these case studies demonstrate that tourism businesses were unsuccessful, 
usually due to lack of co-operation and cultural understanding between funding bodies and 
resident communities. The case studies outlined below demonstrate that traditional values 
often clash with the value system of a monetary economy (Sofield 1996:200).  
Anuha Island Resort 
The best-known illustration of this comes from the Anuha Island Resort, located in Central 
Province, Solomon Islands. This development was operated by an Australian company. An 
agreement was reached with the customary landowners in 1983, two years after negotiations 
for the resort commenced; there had been disputes concerning which clan had ownership of 
Anuha Island. A 75 year lease was signed (Sofield 1996:184). The first management team 
developed friendly relations with the landowners and worked to understand the local culture 
to maintain a mutually respectful relationship. The first owners employed resident villagers at 
the resort and thereby provided the landowners with a share in the profits of the resort. 
Permission from landowners was sought when employing staff from other clans, which was a 
cultural requirement. 
Despite the initial successes of business development at Anuha Island Resort, problems 
occurred when the resort was sold and a new management team arrived. The new managers 
were less sympathetic to local customs and did not consult landowners regarding utilising the 
resources of the customary land they were leasing (Sofield 1996:186). The new owners 
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dismissed the local staff and replaced them, without permission, with people from 
surrounding islands who did not have customary rights to Anuha Island. The resort was 
expanded with the building of more bungalows, which involved bulldozing large tracts of 
rainforest, in the process destroying several tambu (sacred) sites. This was done without 
consultation and without compensation paid to landowners, which insulted and provoked 
them (Sofield 1996:186).  
The landowners reacted strongly to these developments. They dug holes in the airstrip, 
invaded the resort and forced tourists off the island. Landowners eventually “forced the 
expatriate management team off the island at spear-point, and held guests and a construction 
crew ‘hostage’ for several days” (Sofield 1996:187). The resort was severely damaged and it 
was subsequently shut down and razed to the ground by Anuha residents.  Anuha Island was 
returned to the landowners following much legal dispute between the expatriate resort owners 
and customary landowners (Sofield 1996).  
The case of Anuha Island resort was widely reported in Australia, and this not only adversely 
impacted foreign investment in the tourism industry from Australia, but also instigated a 
decline in tourist arrivals (Douglas 2004:61; Sofield 1996:197). This study demonstrates that 
if a tourism business is to be successful in Solomon Islands, especially a business run by non-
locals, the approval and support of the resident community is crucial.  
Lauvi Lagoon Wilderness Trail 
Another example of a failed attempt at implementing tourism in Solomon Islands comes from 
Lauvi Lagoon on Guadalcanal. As with Anuha Island, this project was planned without the 
consent of appropriate landowners. The Solomon Islands Government and TCSP hired 
consultants to plan and implement a Wilderness Trail in 1990 (Rudkin & Hall 1996:215). 
Negotiations were made with Ezekiel Alebua, who was the Parliamentary Member for the 
Constituency that included Lauvi Lagoon (Rudkin & Hall 1996:215). Several attempts were 
made to arrange an ‘awareness’ phase to involve landowners in the planning and 
implementation process (Rudkin & Hall 1996:215). Even though the tourism project stated 
that the landowners would be involved, this was not executed appropriately in practice 
(Rudkin & Hall 1996:216). As a result, when consultants arrived to develop the tourism plan, 
they were confronted by angry landowners who had never heard about the project and were 
opposed to any form of tourism development (Rudkin & Hall 1996:216). The landowners 
pointed out that Mr Alebua did not live in Lauvi Lagoon, but in Honiara, and that he had no 
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right to negotiate tourism development projects on behalf of the landowners. Furthermore, the 
proposal itself did not include an investigation into the appropriateness of tourism activity in 
Lauvi Lagoon. Lauvi residents pointed out that they had neither the facilities nor food to 
spare to accommodate tourists. The proposal also suggested that tourists could go diving and 
snorkelling in Lauvi Lagoon but the Lauvi residents do not swim in the area due to cultural 
taboos relating to the number of sharks (Rudkin & Hall 1996:216-217).  
The village representatives from Lauvi Lagoon released a public statement explaining that 
they were not interested in tourism development because of the customary nature of the land 
and concerns about the impact of tourism on lifestyle and subsistence economy (Rudkin & 
Hall 1996:218). The Ministry of Tourism and Aviation was highly criticised for planning a 
tourism project with the local Member of Parliament (who was part of the educated elite) 
rather than consulting the residents of Lauvi Lagoon (Rudkin & Hall 1996:218).  
This case study demonstrates the problematic nature of defining a ‘landowner’ in Solomon 
Islands and illustrates the authority that Solomon Islanders hold over their customary land, as 
discussed in Chapter 2. Tourism projects have been proposed in several rural areas, but many 
of the attempts to implement these projects have led to land disputes, as Solomon Islanders 
must legally prove their kinship rights to specific areas of land in order to oppose (or support) 
development plans.  
Tourism development – plans for the future 
Despite the slow pace of tourism development, lack of tourist arrivals and the complexities of 
implementing tourism projects, tourism is still on the agenda of the National Government in 
Solomon Islands. Former Prime Minister Derek Sikua stated in 2010 that “his government’s 
policy platform was to replace diminishing logging revenue with tourism” (Solomon Times 
2011). In 2013, the Solomon Islands Government announced that tourism arrivals had 
increased over the previous few years and the government consequently projected that tourist 
arrivals would rise by 30% in 2013 (Namosuaia 2011). This projected increase in tourist 
arrivals spurred development of tourist accommodation across the country. The government 
has also established and directed extensive funding into the Solomon Islands Visitors Bureau 
(SIVB), which is an organisation with the task of promoting and marketing the Solomon 
Islands tourism industry internationally (Charlie Panakera pers. comm. Oct. 2013). The 
Ministry of Tourism and Culture announced that their four year corporate plan was to 
increase visitor arrivals from 16 000 in 2008 to 50 000 in 2015 (Namosuaia 2011). Despite 
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this optimism, the goal of 30 000 visitors in 2010 was not met, casting doubt on projections 
for improvement in tourist arrivals by 2015.  
The Solomon Islands Government recognises that there are issues to address in regards to 
tourism development, such as customer service, training and infrastructure (Basi 2008). In 
particular very few tourism accommodations in Solomon Islands have an online presence or 
reliable phone reception (Webster 2012). Through the European Development Funded project 
‘Measuring Tourism in Solomon Islands’ the government has attempted to enhance tourism 
development (Herming 2013). This project has undertaken research into the successes of four 
local tourism businesses and has provided training for these entrepreneurs, but does not 
address the important issues of the inability of local entrepreneurs to access the tourism 
market due to lack of infrastructure (Herming 2013). In addition, the project does not address 
the fact that diseases such as malaria and dengue fever may be amongst the reasons why 
tourists do not choose to come to Solomon Islands (Hviding & Bayliss-Smith 2000:301). 
So despite Ministry of Tourism support for new projects, local tourism operators are 
pessimistic about tourism development in rural areas. For instance, disgruntled tourism 
operators in Western Province have called for the closure of the SIVB as the organisation has 
not met its responsibilities regarding increasing visitor arrivals to Western Province (Solomon 
Times 2011). Tourism operators in Western Province have proposed, instead, that the 
National Government invest in already existing Provincial Tourism Councils, to ensure that 
funding goes directly to local tourism businesses.  
Tourism development in Solomon Islands thus has a long way to go before it can provide the 
economic backbone of the National economy that is desired by the government. There are 
still many issues that need to be addressed before the tourism industry can successfully 
manifest itself in Solomon Islands. In particular, there is a need for robust marketing efforts 
to increase tourist arrivals. Such a move is essential before a realistic focus can be made on 
increasing and improving tourism businesses in rural areas. However, successful marketing 
strategies are difficult to achieve for rural areas because of the lack of essential infrastructure 
such as Internet access and reliable phone reception. This is very much the case for the 
people of Marovo Lagoon, Western Province. Marovo Lagoon is regarded as one of the most 
popular tourist destinations in Solomon Islands due to the beauty of the region, the 
appropriateness of ecotourism, and the excellent dive opportunities (Carter et al. 2007). 
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Tourism development in Marovo Lagoon 
History 
Marovo residents’ first experience with tourism was in the 1960s when they sold handicrafts, 
such as carvings, to outlets in Honiara. These handicrafts were sold to tourists and provided a 
steady income for many Marovo households (Hviding & Bayliss-Smith 2000:302). At this 
time, tourists rarely found their way to Marovo Lagoon, and for the few tourists who did, no 
proper accommodation was available. Occasionally dive tourists from the cruise ship Bilikiki 
would sail through Marovo Lagoon. These dive tourists would sometimes go ashore to buy 
carvings and watch cultural shows in Marovo villages (Hviding & Bayliss Smith 2000:302-
303). Greenaway notes that one of the reasons for the infrequent and short visits by cruise 
ship tourists was lack of toilet facilities available on the islands (Hviding & Bayliss-Smith 
2000:303). 
Some of the first tourists to come to stay in Marovo Lagoon were backpackers who arrived in 
Marovo villages, unexpectedly and unannounced, guided by the Lonely Planet Survival Kit 
(Hviding 1998a; 2003:547). Marovo residents did not seem to appreciate this sudden arrival 
of white people with backpacks and often warned tourists about the unfriendliness of the 
villages ‘up there’, and pointed out the abundance of sharks and crocodiles to discourage the 
tourists from roaming around the lagoon unsupervised (Hviding 1998a; 2003:547). Marovo 
people preferred to keep tourists under control in the village until they could take the next 
ship back to Honiara. This ‘handling strategy’ gave Marovo people a bad reputation, and 
early accounts from tourists spoke of the people of Marovo Lagoon as “cunning, 
manipulating folks guided by greed, Christian fundamentalism, land disputes between 
kinsmen, rampant commercialism expressed not only by eager collection of fees, and an 
overall lack of respect for the beauty of nature” (Hviding 2003:548).  
Early marketing of Marovo Lagoon as a tourist opportunity often emphasised the lagoon as a 
pristine tropical paradise, with catch phrases such as ‘Islands Lost in Time’ (Hviding 
2003:547). However, this way of portraying Marovo Lagoon is not appropriate considering 
the extent to which Marovo people have interacted, traded and negotiated with non-locals 
over many centuries, and the transformations on the landscape and everyday life these 
interactions have caused (Bayliss-Smith et al. 2003).  
In 1988, a survey undertaken by the TCSP emphasised that ecotourism was a far better land 
use investment than logging, which only brought short-term benefits (TCSP 1988). In 
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contrast to logging, TCSP emphasised that ecotourism and the establishment of protected 
areas in Solomon Islands can provide many long-term benefits (TCSP 1988).  
In 1992, another survey about local environmental attitudes and awareness was undertaken in 
Marovo Lagoon as part of the ‘Marovo Lagoon Resource Management Project’, initiated as 
part of a Marovo community support project through the Ministry of Natural Resources in the 
Solomon Islands National Government (Juvik 1992). The results derived from this survey 
showed that “Marovo Lagoon is an ideal locale in which to operationalize the concept of 
sustainable development” (Juvik 1992:181). Juvik argued that any development initiatives in 
Marovo Lagoon would need to deal with and conform to the local butubutu system and 
decision-making. Through the survey, Marovo people of all ages expressed a desire to 
participate in the cash economy but also expressed strong opposition to any kind of large-
scale external development (Juvik 1992:184). Some Marovo residents also expressed the 
view that money from development would be ‘dead money’. This can be compared to 
Neitzshe’s concept of ‘creative destruction’ referring to the possible cultural and 
environmental damage of large-scale development (Juvik 1992:184). For instance, there were 
concerns that ‘development will destroy our customs’ (Juvik 1992:184). The survey showed 
that over 82% of Marovo people were opposed to logging on butubutu land and 60% were 
opposed to tourism. Only 20% regarded tourism as a good development strategy for Marovo 
Lagoon at this time. People from nine of the fourteen villages surveyed stated that they did 
not regard tourism as a good industry and that they did not want tourists sleeping in their 
villages as this would disturb village life (Juvik 1992:184).  
Despite these survey results, conclusions drawn from the data were that sustainable tourism 
would be an appropriate development strategy for Marovo Lagoon. As will be discussed in 
Chapter 4, the rhetoric of sustainable development is fundamentally grounded in community 
participation. The survey results appear to support the view that local management 
requirements of development are required by Marovo socio-cultural systems. The survey also 
provides important data on people’s concerns for the possible impacts that tourism 
development may have on local traditions and customs. However, the analysis of the survey 
results seems to be contradictory, as the author concludes that sustainable tourism 
development would be an appropriate development strategy in Marovo, whilst also stating 
that Marovo people presented anti-development attitudes. As discussed above, having the 
consent of landowners is crucial when attempting to implement any model of development on 
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customary land. Importantly, the 1992 survey did not indicate that Marovo people had any 
major concerns about the impacts of tourism on the environment. 
In 1996, another survey was undertaken in response to changes in perceptions of tourism, as 
tourism was becoming increasingly important as a viable development strategy for many 
parts of Solomon Islands. This survey aimed at exploring whether perceptions of tourism had 
changed in Marovo Lagoon (Burns 1996; Leary 1993). Burns (1996:936) writes that tourism, 
and the term ‘tourist’, were relatively unknown in Marovo Lagoon at the time of the survey. 
The Marovo Resource Management Group (MRMG) did support the idea of tourism as an 
alternative economic development to logging and resource extraction generally, but Burns 
wanted to explore what Marovo residents saw as the benefits and impacts of tourism 
development in economic, socio-cultural and environmental terms. In summary, the results of 
Burns’ survey were that Marovo people identified 258 benefits and 149 costs of increased 
tourism development in Marovo Lagoon. Primarily, Marovo people saw tourism as bringing 
many economic benefits but they remained concerned about the socio-cultural impacts of 
tourism, as tourists would have different cultural values which could have transformative 
effects on local culture and traditions. As with the 1992 survey, the 1996 survey 
demonstrated that Marovo residents perceived a locally-controlled tourism industry to be the 
preferred model for tourism development in Marovo Lagoon. However, concerns regarding 
environmental damage or other conservation issues were not mentioned at the time of this 
survey. 
Compared to the 1992 survey, it is apparent that by 1996 there had been a shift to more 
positive attitudes towards tourism development as a possible economic path for Marovo 
Lagoon. However, both of the surveys demonstrate that Marovo residents did not list 
conservation and environmental destruction as major considerations of tourism development.  
It is therefore only for the last two decades that there has been an increase in local interest in 
ecotourism. In 2007, another survey was undertaken, this time as part of the UQ Marovo 
Project (Carter et al. 2007:119). In this survey, 98% of villagers interviewed said that 
“Tourism is good for the people of Marovo Lagoon”. However, 83% also stated “Only some 
people benefit from tourism” (Carter et al. 2007:119). In other words, there has been a 
remarkable change in local perceptions of tourism development in Marovo Lagoon since 
1992. 
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Tourism businesses in Marovo Lagoon  
Until 1990, Marovo Lagoon was dominated by just one tourism business. Uepi Resort 
(Figure 3.1) was established in the 1970s by Australian Bob Lewis, who developed Uepi 
Island as a Marine Reserve. Uepi Resort is located on the barrier island of Uepi and is an up-
market dive resort catering mainly for Australian tourists. Uepi remains the dominant tourism 
business in Marovo Lagoon and bookings can be made through travel agents in Brisbane and 
Melbourne, Australia. Along with Wilderness Lodge in Peava village, Uepi is one of two 
tourism businesses in Marovo Lagoon that has regular Internet access. Uepi employs 
approximately 20 residents from nearby Chubikopi village and has offered village tours in 
Chubikopi to visitors since the 1970s. 
The first locally-run tourism business in Marovo Lagoon, Seghe Lodge (Figure 3.1), opened 
in the early 1990s (Hviding & Bayliss-Smith 2000:303). Other small-scale alternatives to 
Uepi, such as Matekuri, Lagoon Lodge, Tibara Lodge and Ropiko Lodge (Figure 3.1), also 
started to develop around this time. The largest of these was Matekuri, which is run by the 
family who first operated Seghe Lodge. The Matekuri owner has received financial and 
business planning assistance from a medical doctor from Brisbane, Australia (Hviding & 
Bayliss-Smith 2000:304). Matekuri is located on a small island off Seghe and provides a 
range of accommodation styles, from budget accommodation to larger bungalows for 
honeymooners, and offers a wide range of activities. Today, Matekuri remains the most 
successful locally-operated tourism venture in Marovo Lagoon and receives many repeat 
visitors.  
When tourism first commenced in Marovo Lagoon, there was co-operation between the 
expatriate tourism operators and Marovo residents. For instance, Uepi purchased fresh fruit, 
vegetables and fish from surrounding villages and offered a range of village tours to tourists. 
The management at Uepi would arrange workshops for local tourism business owners to 
learn how to run a tourism business.  
Uepi also encouraged tourists to sponsor Marovo children's school fees and the resort has 
therefore contributed significantly to the education of these children. As a result, local 
villages benefitted from the thriving business at Uepi Resort. 
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Figure 3.1: Location of major tourism businesses and airstrips in Marovo Lagoon 
(Carter et al. 2007:117). 
 
 
Even though Uepi tourists still sponsor Marovo children's school fees, the expatriate 
management at Uepi has recently stopped this interaction with the rest of Marovo and 
conflicts have arisen between the expatriate management team at Uepi and Marovo residents. 
To a large extent, these conflicts are concerned with Marovo residents’ frustration over the 
lack of benefits to local communities from tourism activity at Uepi Resort and the 
competition over tourists that have arisen as a result of the recent proliferation of small 
locally-run tourism businesses (see below). In addition, as Uepi is located on customary land 
and remains the puava of a specific butubutu, Marovo people feel that the customary owners 
should benefit far more from the tourism activity on their puava than they currently do. 
Instead of addressing these concerns, Uepi Resort has recently established a co-operative 
venture with the other expatriate-owned resort, Wilderness Lodge. Marovo people thus 
observe tourists passing by their villages, either in kayaks or in motorised boats, travelling 
between Uepi Resort and Wilderness Lodge, without stopping at any villages and thereby 
denying any significant benefit to local Marovo peoples from these tourists. At the time of 
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my research, Marovo people expressed a desire to co-operate with and receive assistance 
from these two expatriate owned tourism businesses to further their own business 
development aspirations. Such co-operation does not appear likely to occur.  
Disputes with the owner of Wilderness Lodge have also occurred recently, perhaps in 
response to the unmet aspirations for co-operation and shared benefits from tourism. At the 
time of my research, Marovo people from the village of Sobiro had built gardens on the 
Gatokae/Sobiro airstrip (Figure 4.1) which services Wilderness Lodge. This is in response to 
a disagreement with the owner of Wilderness Lodge over unpaid fees for using the Gatokae 
airstrip, which is located on the customary land belonging to people residing in Sobiro. This 
reaction is similar to the case of Anuha Island Resort and demonstrates that Marovo people 
are not satisfied with the current state of the tourism industry in Marovo Lagoon and that they 
will not remain passive in dealing with this dissatisfaction. As a result of this dispute and the 
unavailability of Gatokae airstrip, tourists travelling to Wilderness Lodge must now land at 
Seghe (Figure 4.1), an airstrip at the northern end of Marovo Lagoon, and which services 
Uepi. Seghe airstrip is more than one hour travel from Wilderness by fast boat. Ironically, 
this has further strengthened co-operation between Uepi and Wilderness Lodge. However, 
despite these conflicts, Marovo people maintain an imagery of tourism as an industry that 
will bring ‘many good things’. 
 
Tourism and logging in Marovo Lagoon 
The 1992 tourism survey discussed above demonstrates that Marovo people did not, at that 
time, regard tourism as a desired development strategy; however, at the time of my research, 
there was a profound interest in tourism and a great desire for eco-lodges and ecotourists, 
combined with a strong anti-logging mentality. But is ecotourism promoted because it is seen 
as an end in itself? Or is it promoted primarily as an incentive to motivate Marovo residents 
not to sign contracts with logging companies (see Hviding & Bayliss-Smith 2000:319)?  
Tourism as an economic incentive 
The extensive push for conservation and sustainability in Marovo Lagoon has been seen as a 
result of a 1991 report (Lees et al. 1991) on the value of implementing protected areas and 
nature tourism in Solomon Islands and particularly in Marovo Lagoon. Lees et al.’s report 
points to the benefits of ecotourism for local communities as both an economic activity and 
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as protection of environment and culture as an alternative to logging. Hviding & Bayliss-
Smith (2000:306) argue that this report set the tone for the subsequent influx of ‘eco-
missionaries’, ENGOs and academics recommending ecotourism as the solution to the 
perceived ‘problems’ of Marovo, which are deforestation and loss of biodiversity (Hviding & 
Bayliss-Smith 2000:306). Lees et al.’s report states that:  
“One form of development that is likely destined to become an important source of 
income for the Solomon Islands is tourism. A successful nature tourism industry 
depends on a well-protected environment. Nature tourism has the potential to bring 
the benefits of sustainable development to landowners while having little adverse 
impact on their culture and environment” (Lees et al. 1991:72). 
The decision to promote ecotourism development in Marovo Lagoon has primarily come 
from NGOs who hold a philosophical position to promote sources of income for landowners 
that do not involve cutting down trees (Hviding 2003:549). Hviding (2003:549) terms this 
group of outsiders “Don’t cut down the trees in the rainforest” people (cf. Brosius 1999). This 
group promotes the inherent value of untouched rainforest, and the economic potential that 
would arise from having ecotourists pay to walk in it. The group argues that ecotourism 
would bring such obvious benefits to Marovo residents that, as a result, landowners would 
stop logging (Hviding 2003:549). 
Marovo Lagoon is not unique in having tourism promoted as an alternative to logging. For 
instance, Munch-Peterson (2011) devised a tourism plan for East Rennell Island which he 
proposed would bring the same revenue to this Province as do logging operators. He 
proposed the revocation of logging licenses. Munch-Peterson’s ‘tourism instead of logging’ 
proposition was accepted by Solomon Islands’ Parliament and the logging license was indeed 
revoked. In response, Munch-Peterson (2011:173) wrote that East Rennell and the unique 
ecosystem there had now been saved, although he admitted that he was unsure of the actual 
benefits tourism would bring to the East Rennell residents. Nevertheless, he emphasised that 
by focusing on low-impact tourism, such as ecotourism, the people of East Rennell had been 
saved from large-scale development (Munch-Petersen 2011:174). 
As ENGOs were unsuccessful in preventing logging by Asian logging companies in Marovo 
Lagoon, a group of individuals representing international organisations such as United 
Nations Development Programme (UNDP), Greenpeace, New Zealand Overseas 
Development Assistance Programme (NZODA) and AusAid, approached a number of 
villages and communities in Marovo with funds to develop eco-lodges (Charlie Panakera 
48 
 
pers. comm. April 2013). They hoped that such financial assistance for ecotourism, as a ‘user 
friendly’ community development option, would dissuade locals from negotiating with 
logging companies. However, as has occurred so often in Solomon Islands, the ENGOs did 
not consider the complexity of Marovo culture and the importance of understanding 
community and religious influences as the framework for implementing tourism in Marovo 
Lagoon (Hviding 2003; Foale 2001). For instance, as many Marovo villages are SDA, many 
eco-lodges would be closed for business on the Sabbath, which has implications for tourists 
staying in Marovo Lagoon on a Saturday. In addition, there are restrictions on alcohol 
consumption, smoking, and public shows of affection in SDA villages, along with a strict 
dress codes that does not adhere to usual tourist tropical holiday attire. Furthermore, the 
ENGOs did not recognise that any tourism enterprise that attempted to operate in isolation 
would be likely to fail. The limited access to markets that occurs in Marovo Lagoon (Ross & 
Bryceson in press), unreliable and expensive transportation, and poor phone and Internet 
communication, means that any business must have some connection to capital intensive 
hotel and lodge facilities. Without such linkages, any small business in Marovo Lagoon will 
struggle to maintain sufficient resources for customers (Charlie Panakera pers. comm. April 
2013).  
Foale (2001:47) concurs, arguing that “rural people throughout Solomon Islands are 
invariably highly enthusiastic about participating in the cash economy, and frustrated by the 
slow pace of development”. For poor communities in Solomon Islands, such as those of 
Marovo Lagoon, to turn away opportunities to earn cash through logging and fishing is not an 
easy sacrifice; these communities desperately need cash for school fees, store-bought food 
(which is becoming increasingly important in local diets – Pitman in prep), building materials 
and other infrastructure needs. However, for those promoting tourism in Marovo Lagoon, 
conservation and tourism are seen as constituting appropriate ‘development’ for Marovo 
people. There are, therefore, differences in perceptions of what constitutes ‘development’ for 
ENGOs and governments, on the one hand, and local populations in Solomon Islands on the 
other. These different paradigms have the potential to affect ecotourism initiatives.  
Implementing sustainable development through tourism in Marovo Lagoon: The case of 
Vanua Rapita 
The pressure for conservation within a sustainable economic future may lead to what Van 
Helden (1998:6) has termed ‘conservation blackmail’, which draws on the notion that “If you 
don’t provide us with an ‘alternative development’, we will go ahead with logging” (Foale 
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2001:47-48). This ‘conservation blackmail’ occurred in Marovo Lagoon when WWF offered 
assistance to Michi village to establish the eco-lodge ‘Vanua Rapita’ as an alternative to 
logging development (Foale 2001). 
The case of Vanua Rapita is the best-known case of how ecotourism has been promoted as an 
incentive to discontinue logging by an ENGO in Marovo Lagoon. WWF came to Marovo 
Lagoon with a mission to promote conservation. In particular, WWF saw it as its task to 
protect Marovo Lagoon from large-scale resource extraction. In 1996, permission was given 
to Silvania Plantation Products (SI) Ltd to commence an oil palm conversion project on 
Vangunu Island in Marovo Lagoon (Foale 2001:53). This project involved clear-felling of 
more than 6000 hectares of forest (Foale 2001:53). In response, WWF lobbied against the 
project and spoke to Marovo landowners about the benefits of conservation in an effort to 
discourage landowners from signing contracts with Silvania Plantation Products (SI) Ltd 
(Foale 2001). However, the presentation of the positives of conservation and negatives of 
logging was not enough to encourage landowners to adopt Western conservation ideals 
(Foale 2001:46). Instead, landowners needed to see real economic benefits from 
conservation.  
Vanua Rapita thus became the first ecolodge in Marovo Lagoon to be funded by an ENGO. 
Vanua Rapita was built on the island of Michi about 100 metres from the village of the same 
name, on an old village site (Hviding & Bayliss-Smith 2000:309). Vanua Rapita was 
constructed using mainly unpaid village labour, and surrounding villages provided materials. 
“The ecolodge could accommodate 14 people and had a communal dining room, a kitchen, 
showers and toilet and provided activities such as snorkelling, fishing trips, bush walks, day 
trip to Uepi Island Resort and ‘custom dancing’” (Hviding & Bayliss-Smith 2000:309).  
It is not certain how much money WWF contributed towards the project but it is estimated to 
have been $SBD140 000 (Hviding & Bayliss-Smith 2000:308). Despite this financial backing 
for Vanua Rapita, and international attention the project received as a ‘success story’ on how 
to combine tourism and conservation in order to create an alternative to logging, tourists did 
not come to Vanua Rapita in the numbers anticipated (Hviding & Bayliss-Smith 2000:308-
310). As a consequence, the desire for logging as an economic opportunity remained, and 
logging did not ever entirely cease. With Vanua Rapita barely breaking even, logging was 
still the more profitable industry.  
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As a result, one group of men from Michi village began secret negotiations with a developer 
– Eagon - to import a bulldozer to create a road to facilitate the relocation of Michi village. 
However, these negotiations occurred without the knowledge of the influential community 
leader Seri Hite, who worked for WWF, and was a strong supporter of the ecotourism project 
(Hviding & Bayliss Smith 2000:313). When the bulldozer arrived, many trees were knocked 
down and Eagon took away the logs, thereby violating the ‘no logging’ agreement Michi 
village had with WWF. When Seri Hite found out about the secret negotiations, a furious row 
occurred (Hviding & Bayliss-Smith 2000:313). Seri Hite argued that removing the village 
from its close proximity to Vanua Rapita would jeopardise the future running of the ecolodge 
and that he would burn down Vanua Rapita if the village was relocated (Hviding & Bayliss-
Smith 2000:313).  
Even though it is not the intension of ecotourism to create social divisions and disputes 
within rural communities, such an outcome is inevitable if not all members of the community 
are convinced that ecotourism for conservation is worthwhile (Hviding & Bayliss-Smith 
2000:313). As the tourism project at Michi did not bring the benefits expected, the Michi 
villagers saw no point in continuing with either conservation or ecotourism. As a result, 
Vanua Rapita failed, mainly as a result of insufficient comprehension by WWF of local 
practices and aspirations that did not include Western-style conservation (Carter et al. 
2007:118; Foale 2001; Hviding & Bayliss Smith 2000:313).  
More recent research into tourism opportunities in Marovo Lagoon has emphasised the 
importance of improved infrastructure, training, maintenance of existing ecolodges, and 
capital investment to establish, and support, a realistic and effective tourism industry (Carter 
et al. 2007:116). Other problems that need to be addressed include lack of tourist attractions; 
ineffective promotion; high cost of airfares, boat transfers and accommodation; high rates of 
malaria; and the poor quality of existing tourism accommodation (Carter et al. 
2007:116,120). Disputes over royalties, and animosity and jealousy towards expatriate 
tourism business operators and the few successful locally-run tourism businesses, also stand 
in the way of a sustainable tourism industry in Marovo Lagoon (Carter et al. 2007:119).  
The problem of promoting tourism in Marovo Lagoon 
In 1997, seven lodges in Marovo Lagoon were receiving financial support through a project 
initiated by New Zealand. Michi was separately funded by WWF, while Matikuri was already 
well established as a successful business. However, in 2000, Hviding and Bayliss-Smith 
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asked - where are the customers? In 2014, one can ask the same question. Even though the 
number of tourism accommodations in Marovo Lagoon is much higher than in 2000, there 
has been no significant increase in tourist arrivals. My research suggests that the extensive 
promotion of ecotourism by outside agents, such as the ones discussed above, has strongly 
contributed to the change in attitude concerning tourism development amongst Marovo 
people, but of course a change in attitude will not bring tourists. 
It can be argued that the main reason for the slow pace of tourism development in Marovo 
Lagoon is primarily due to low tourist arrivals. However, lack of proper infrastructure is a 
further challenge for Marovo tourism operators. Currently, only Wilderness and Uepi have an 
online presence and booking services in Australia. The locally-run tourism businesses rely on 
tourists phoning or texting to make a booking, or being recommended by SIVB on their 
arrival in Honiara. However, at the time of my research project (2012-2014), half of Marovo 
Lagoon did not have phone reception due to a faulty phone tower, thereby making phone 
bookings for tourists virtually impossible. In addition, as argued earlier in this chapter, 
implementing tourism in Solomon Islands is a difficult task due to the complicated land 
ownership system and the autonomy landowners hold over their customary land.  
Lack of understanding of this complex system has created misunderstandings between 
funding bodies, consultants and Marovo residents and has led to the failure of many proposed 
tourism projects.  
Furthermore, tourism has been promoted in a number of different ways – by the National 
Government, by NGOs and ENGOs, by aid agencies, and others, and none of these views of 
tourism is as Marovo residents had envisioned. The 1992, 1996 and 2007 surveys all 
emphasised that the people of Marovo Lagoon desired a form of tourism that was completely 
locally owned and operated. The National Government, and its national policies and specific 
tourism goals, also reflects this. The connection between tourism, conservation and 
development is strongly rooted in many of the paradigms of tourism that see tourism as a way 
for Indigenous communities to ‘help themselves’ instead of being dependent on foreign aid. 
However, the tourism industry in Marovo Lagoon continues to be dominated by expatriate 
interests and the educated elite. There is limited co-operation between expatriate and local 
tourism operators, so that Marovo residents enjoy little of the money that tourists bring. 
Considering the autonomy Marovo residents have enjoyed in meeting with other outside 
agents, such as the first Europeans, traders, NGOs, academics and logging companies, it is no 
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wonder that Marovo people are frustrated about the lack of control they currently hold over 
the tourism activity occurring on their customary land. 
The sorts of concerns about tourism development outlined in this chapter for Solomon Islands 
are seen in many others parts of the world. In the next chapter I review literature on the 
anthropology of tourism to provide a context for my research design and results.  
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Chapter 4: Anthropology of Tourism 
 
Introduction 
Anthropology is the study of human societies. As a consequence, tourism is an important 
subject for anthropological enquiry as tourism affects most, if not all, human societies (Nash 
1995:179; Stronza 2001:264). Anthropological studies of tourism offer analytical tools to 
observe intercultural interactions between hosts and guests (Smith 1977), which is the 
hallmark of traditional anthropological research (Nash 1996:11). Due to anthropologists’ 
often long-term relationships with rural communities, in combination with a connection to the 
Western world, anthropologists are uniquely positioned to capture the perceptions of host 
communities and tourists (Errington & Gewertz 1989; McCarthy 2012:39; Stronza 
2001:264). Such studies have the potential to explain the contexts in which these interactions 
occur and how tourism can bring both benefits and challenges to host communities.  
Anthropological investigations of tourism create comparative contexts for further studies of 
political economy, social change, development, natural resource management and cultural 
identity (Stronza 2001:261). The comparison of various case studies further assists in 
identifying how tourism ventures can be successfully developed and operated (Johnson et al. 
1994) but also identifies the complexities of implementing tourism in small-scale societies 
(Foale 2001; Gascon 2012; Stronza 2001, 2007; West 2006). Even though some 
commentators highlight the valuable contributions tourism provides for small-scale societies 
(Sakata & Prideaux 2013; Stronza 2007), others question the idea of tourism as a panacea for 
economic development and conservation for small-scale societies (Foale 2001; Gascon 2012; 
West 2006; Zapata et al. 2011).  
To investigate the perceptions of tourism in Marovo Lagoon, previous studies of tourism 
provide important theoretical frameworks in which to situate my data and analyses. By 
exploring the perceptions of hosts and guests, anthropologists can assist in understanding the 
underlying reasons why host communities desire tourism, and the factors that motivate 
tourists to travel to particular destinations. Furthermore, anthropologists investigate how 
tourism manifests and operates in particular cultural contexts and identify salient issues in the 
implementation of tourism-oriented projects in remote areas (Edensor 2001; Graburn 
1983:11; Johnson et al. 1994). Such investigations are important to tourism planners, 
ENGOs, governments and host communities eager to participate in the tourism industry.  
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Anthropologists often observe that those who usually promote tourism amongst local 
communities often fail to implement initiatives successfully because of limited knowledge of 
local social and cultural practice (Foale 2001; Walley 2004; West 2006; Zapata et al. 2011). 
As a result, promoters of tourism often call for more research into development aspirations of 
local communities to maximise success of tourist enterprises and benefits to host 
communities (Foale 2001). Anthropologists are well placed to answer this call.  
Since the 1970s, anthropologists have explored tourism through various analytical lenses. 
Such explorations provide a valuable basis for investigating why Indigenous communities 
express a desire to participate in the tourism industry and the rhetoric behind promotion of 
tourism development for Indigenous communities.  
This chapter is, therefore, divided into two sections. The first section discusses early 
explorations of tourism that investigated: 1) tourists as agents of change; 2) motivations for 
tourism activity; and 3) the tourist gaze. As my research aims to explore perceptions of 
tourists, these early studies provide valuable analytical tools to investigate why tourists travel, 
or do not travel, to Marovo Lagoon. 
The second section discusses how critiques of mass tourism from the late 1980s led to an 
increased focus on designing tourism models beneficial to Indigenous populations in 
economic, social and environmental terms. Tourism thus spread into peripheral areas which 
sparked much anthropological investigations of tourism including: 1) the consequences of the 
now strong connection between tourism and sustainable development; and 2) the viability of 
tourism as a development strategy for small-scale societies by exploring manifestations 
amongst small-scale societies.  
Through these two sections, this chapter aims to situate tourism development in Marovo 
Lagoon in social and environmental contexts in order to explain the increased interest in 
tourism development in Marovo Lagoon, explored in subsequent chapters.  
 
Early Anthropological Investigations of Tourism 
MacCannel (1976) argued that early investigations into tourism adopted either a pro-tourist or 
an anti-tourist stance. Burns (2004:10) points out that, at this time, anthropologists generally 
assumed an ‘anti-tourist’ stance, as anthropologists observed that the promised economic 
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benefits from tourism often did not ‘trickle down’ to host communities. These observations 
lead to an argument that if tourism is funded and operated by outside interests, tourism can be 
compared to imperialism and possibly neo-colonialism (Lea 1988; Mathieson & Wall 1982; 
Smith 1989) and had significant negative transformative effects on host communities 
(Greenwood 1977; Nunez 1963).  
 
Hosts and Guests 
Tourists as agents of change 
During the period 1974-1986, 45 anthropological articles were published in the journal 
Annals of Tourism Research (Nash 1996:4). At this time, tourism was regarded as a powerful 
social force with the capacity to bring change to target areas (Nash 1989:37; Urry 1992; Wolf 
1982). In particular, tourism was seen as capable of bringing rapid cultural change as a result 
of the interaction between Western culture and the Third World (Nash 1989:37; Nash & 
Smith 1991; Turner & Ash 1975:129; Wood 1980).  
The first real anthropological study of tourism was undertaken by Nunez (1963), working on 
weekendismo tourism in the Mexican village of Cajitilan. Nunez (1963:347) compared guest-
host interactions with donor-recipient relationships, and applied an acculturation model - 
concerned with interaction between cultures - to the study of tourism (Burns 2004:10). Nunez 
emphasised Cajitilan’s high degree of social and political isolation prior to tourist arrivals and 
described the arrival of tourists as an ‘invasion’ that had adverse impacts on land-use 
patterns, value systems, economy, and cultural identity. He further blamed tourists for the 
introduction of acculturation, commodification, and conflict to Cajitilan (Nunez 1963:347, 
352). This first anthropological study of tourism, therefore, did not look upon the industry in 
positive terms, but rather saw tourism as a threat to local culture, identity and economy.  
Smith’s (1977) edited volume: Hosts and Guests: The Anthropology of Tourism voiced the 
same concerns. The twelve contributors to this publication all portray tourism as a powerful 
agent for cultural and social change. One of the authors (Greenwood 1977) uses terms such as 
‘invade’, ‘taken advantage of’ and ‘exploitation’ when referring to tourism in Fuenterrabia in 
the Spanish Basque country (Greenwood 1977:130). In particular, Greenwood (1977) 
discusses how the complex public ritual of Alarde, which holds immense value to the local 
residents of Fuenterrabia, became a commodity as a result of tourism. Alarde was originally 
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only to be performed by and for people with ties to the local community. However, tourists 
were compelled by the ritual’s authenticity and extravagance, and watched, even though they 
were not invited to do so. As a result, Alarde turned into a commodity and eventually lost its 
cultural meaning (Greenwood 1972, 1977).  
Smith (1977) was the first author to use the binary opposition between ‘hosts and guests’ 
which refers to interactions between tourists and host communities. Nash (1989) extended the 
focus on binary discord, arguing that host-guest interactions are primarily for hosts to supply 
what tourists desire. However, Nash and his followers did not consider that tourism might 
operate as an economic opportunity. For women in developing countries, tourism is one way 
of participating in the cash economy, thus contributing to empowerment rather than 
subordination (Burns 1999:74). In Marovo Lagoon, tourism is expected to create employment 
and economic growth. Perceiving tourism as exclusively negative implies that tourism is 
imposed and not sought by host communities. Case studies such as Marovo Lagoon 
demonstrate that tourism is often wanted by host communities because of its perceived 
benefits. I argue that to view tourism as imperialism and as exclusively negative portrays 
tourism in a simplistic manner that often ignores perceptions of host communities. Even 
though tourism might bring cultural and environmental change, these occurrences might not 
be as important to the host communities as researchers assumes. Rather, economic 
development is often the main motivation of host communities as opposed to protection of 
culture and environment (Foale 2001; Hviding & Bayliss-Smith 2000).  
Despite initial negativity from anthropologists, researchers soon began to write about the 
positive contributions of tourism to host communities. The one-sided conclusions presented 
in Smith’s 1977 publication were soon replaced with research that investigated how tourism 
could potentially empower host communities. In the second edition (Smith 1989), eleven of 
the twelve case studies were revised to highlight both the negative and positive impacts of 
tourism. Greenwood (1989) reassessed his initial conclusions regarding the commodification 
of the Alarde ritual and recognised that although tourism had negative impacts, there were 
also positive contributions. When Greenwood revisited Cajitilan, Alarde was still being 
performed and had become more public and “imbued with contemporary political 
significance as part of the contest over regional political rights in Spain” (Greenwood 
1989:181). Greenwood (1989) acknowledged that change brought by tourism to host 
communities was not necessarily negative because cultures are not static. Instead, it was 
recognised that cultures are dynamic and resilient and have the capacity to incorporate new 
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content into already existing systems of meaning (Eriksen 1999, 2007).   
Anthropologists, therefore, early on abandoned their exclusively ‘anti-tourist’ stance by 
recognising positive contributions of tourism to host communities. In Marovo Lagoon, there 
are likely to be both positive and negative impacts of tourism. To map out these impacts, I 
argue that it is crucial to investigate the perceptions all major stakeholders in the tourism 
industry. Early investigations of tourism were largely based on perceptions of tourists; 
detached observations by researchers did not account for differences between tourists’ 
decisions to travel and host communities’ desire for tourists. While host communities’ main 
motivation is economic development (Foale 2001), tourists often seek authentic experiences 
in ‘pristine’ environments in order to escape other tourists and popular tourist destinations 
(Harkin 1995; Honey 2008; MacCannel 1976; Scheyvens 2002).   
Search for authenticity  
Authors such as Graburn (1983, 1989) and Cohen (1979) argued that tourism as pilgrimage is 
the main motivation for tourism activity. Inspired by Durkheim’s (1915) binary opposition of 
the sacred and profane, Graburn (1983, 1989) highlighted similarities between tourism and 
pilgrimage by pointing to how many tourists return to the same place every year, making the 
place sacred and part of a person’s annual escape from everyday life, and, thus, similar to a 
ritual (Turner 1967, 1969; Turner & Turner 1978; Van Gennep 1960).  
In contrast to the idea of tourism as pilgrimage, other commentators argue that there are 
several reasons why people choose to travel such as income, time and marital status (Smith 
1989). While it was argued that tourists consciously seek inauthentic tourist experiences 
(Boorstin 1984; Redfoot 1984), MacCannel (1976) argued that it was the search for the 
ultimate ‘Other’ and for authenticity that motivated most tourists. This search involves 
travelling to remote places to experience cultures deemed different from the tourists’ own 
(Scheyvens 1999, 2002). The wish to travel to remote areas is motivated by a belief that 
locations that are not yet ‘touched’ by tourism and offer more authentic tourism experiences 
to places ‘on the beaten track’ (Honey 2008; Pearce & Moscardo 1985, 1999).  
Inspired by Heidegger’s (1962) notion of authenticity and Goffman’s (1959) distinction 
between frontstage and backstage performance, MacCannel (1973) explored tourists’ 
constant search for authenticity. MacCannel found that tourists are often frustrated by the 
staged authenticity of ‘frontstage’ performance provided by host communities, and observed 
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that tourists have a powerful desire to access ‘real’ authenticity located in the ‘backstage’ of 
host community lifeways. MacCannel’s observations suggest that tourists differentiate 
between inauthentic and authentic tourist experiences and seek destinations where access to 
the private domain is achievable. Pearce & Moscardo 1986, 1999), on the other hand, 
highlight that tourists often recognise inauthentic tourism experiences but argue that tourists 
still enjoy these experiences. However, such theories are criticised for not taking into account 
tourists’ own perceptions of tourism experiences and opened the way for research 
incorporating tourist perspectives. 
Tourist Gaze 
In response to a call for research that incorporated tourists’ perceptions, Urry (1990, 1992), 
following MacCannel (1973) argued that tourists searched for authentic tourism experiences, 
coining the term tourist gaze. Drawing on Foucault’s (2003) approach to the gaze, Urry 
argued that tourism experiences have much in common with the consumption of space and 
that these experiences are only significant to tourists because they are set in a “distinctive 
visual environment” (Urry 1992:172).  
Urry (1992) argued that with the emergence of a new type of tourist - the post-mass tourist- 
tourists try to avoid inauthentic and staged experiences to seek out the authentic (Asplet & 
Cooper 2000). Tourists have expectations about host communities (McIntosh 2004), and the 
tourist gaze, therefore, refers to these pre-conceived expectations tourists place on host 
communities in search of authentic tourism experiences (Urry 1996). Local communities 
often respond to this ‘gaze’ and act out the stereotypes envisioned by tourists by engaging in 
‘reconstructing ethnicity’ (MacCannel 1984) to boost tourist arrivals (Urry 1996). This 
performance gives tourists the impression that what they observe is ‘real’ culture, while host 
communities maintain control over self-representation in host-guest interactions. To engage 
in this ‘reconstructing of ethnicity’ (MacCannel 1984) is particularly relevant to those host 
communities that have few other ways of making money. The tourist gaze is thus often 
perceived as destructive for host communities as they become dependent on living up to 
tourists’ expectations in order to maintain economic growth (Dyer et al. 2003).   
The tourist gaze has further been accused of resulting in commodification of culture and lost 
traditions as host communities emphasise and perform aspects of local culture and traditions 
that tourists favour (Cezar 2013:2; Cohen 1988:371-373). Picard (1990) argues that due to the 
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high intensity of tourism in Bali, host communities are no longer certain about what is 
genuine Balinese culture.  
Urry’s theories have been criticised as one-sided for failing to address the complexity and 
diversity of tourism experiences. Mullins (1997), for example, argues that the importance of 
the gaze only applies to a certain type of tourist, and points to how tourists on the Gold Coast 
(Queensland, Australia) lack the engagement with place that the concept of the gaze implies. 
Recent critiques of this concept suggest that ‘gazing’ is only one component of the tourism 
experience (Perkins & Thorns 2001:185).  
As an alternative, Cooper & Hall (2008) and Mill & Morrison (2009) emphasise the 
importance of understanding tourism experiences as part of a larger dynamic tourism system 
made up of interactions between tourism producers and tourism service providers. The 
tourism system is constantly fed with new information as the tourist moves from one tourist 
destination to another. Each individual tourist would therefore generate different tourism 
experiences based on his/her prior travels and interactions with other host communities. 
However, the tourism system also indicates that if the interactions between tourism producers 
and tourism service providers are negative, this will result in negative tourism experiences for 
the tourist, that will, in turn, have negative impacts on the host community. As opposed to the 
theories of Urry (1992, 1996), the model of the tourism system (Cooper & Hall 2008; Mill & 
Morrison 2009) incorporates the experiences of both hosts and guests, which makes it an 
interesting model to compare with the case of Marovo Lagoon .This will be discussed further 
in Chapter 7. 
MacCannel and Urry’s observations are important in that they assume that tourists, who 
travel to destinations not yet associated with tourism, are motivated by experiencing ‘real’ 
culture as opposed to mainstream tourism experiences in popular tourist destinations. As 
Marovo Lagoon is far from a popular tourist destination (Chapter 3), these theories indicate 
that tourists may choose Marovo Lagoon precisely because it is not a popular tourist 
destination. Tourists assume that Marovo Lagoon can deliver more authentic experiences 
than other, more popular, tourist destinations (further discussed in Chapters 6 and 7). Using 
the tourist gaze to identify what motivates tourists to travel to Marovo Lagoon will not only 
indicate the type of tourist travelling to Marovo Lagoon but also type of tourist expectation 
prior to travelling and whether this is fulfilled by the visit. 
These early explorations, therefore, provide useful frameworks within which to investigate 
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tourism, in particular why tourists choose to travel. The 1980s, however, saw a shift to a 
focus on other themes in the anthropology of tourism. Researchers increasingly investigated 
how tourism is promoted as a development strategy for small-scale societies. As the tourism 
industry increasingly targets remote rural communities (Butler & Hinch 2007:3), 
anthropologists have become concerned with investigating whether increased emphasis on 
sustainable tourism development and community participation has been able to provide 
anticipated benefits to host communities. Instead of primarily investigating tourism through 
the lens of anthropologists and tourists, anthropological investigations of tourism from the 
late 1980s largely aimed to incorporate perceptions of host communities as to how tourism 
manifests itself in these areas. 
 
Sustainable Tourism Development: Theory and Practice 
Since the late 1980s, the tourism industry has adopted an approach toward tourism that is 
‘eco-friendly’, ‘sustainable’, and involves ‘development’ and ‘community participation’. 
Similarly, issues such as ‘participation’, ‘empowerment’, ‘sustainable development’ and 
‘community consultation’ preoccupy recent academic investigations of tourism (Butcher 
2007:32; Butler & Hinch 2007; Gascon 2012; Isaacs 2000:62; Liu 2003; Sakata & Prideaux; 
Sinclair 2003; Sofield 2003; Stronza 2001, 2007). Such literature is important for situating 
the recent promotion of tourism in Marovo Lagoon in wider social and environmental 
contexts. For instance, literature suggests that Marovo Lagoon is not the only small-scale 
society eager to participate in the tourism industry and is thus part of a larger debate 
regarding the appropriateness of promoting tourism as a development strategy for small-scale 
societies. 
Sustainable development 
Recent emphasis on conservation, development, community participation and tourism in 
academic research on tourism is associated with the emergence of the concept of ‘sustainable 
development’. Sustainable development was first proposed by the International Union for 
Conservation of Nature World Conservation Strategy (IUCN 1980) and became popularised 
as a result of the 1992 Earth Summit in Rio De Janeiro and the United Nations’ Brundtland 
Commission report Our Common Future 1987 (Fisher & Hajer 1999:1; Johnson 1993; 
Sharpley 2009:xi; Simão & Partidário 2012). One aim of the Brundtland report was to 
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enhance co-operation between developing countries at different stages of economic and 
social development and support objectives that account for the interrelationship between 
people, resources, environment, and development (WCED 1987). In short, ‘sustainable 
development’ aims to fulfil the needs of the present without compromising the needs of 
future generations (WCED 1987:43) and marks a convergence between economic 
development and environmentalism (Hardy et al. 2002:475).  
Sustainable development has become an important aspect of contemporary development 
theory, and has emerged in response to the failure of development approaches from the 1960s 
(Oates 1999). Prior to the 1960s, development initiatives often had a ‘top-down’ focus that 
involved creating policies and projects without consultation with affected communities 
(Sabatier 1986:22). With the failure of this strategy, focus shifted (at least in theory) to 
‘bottom-up’ development strategies involving participants, such as Indigenous communities 
most affected by development initiatives (Oates 1999).  
Community participation became an umbrella term for a new genre of development 
intervention aimed at a development strategy that is not participatory but is now almost 
reactionary (Beeton 2006; Richards & Hall 2000; Tosun 2000:165). Consequently, the 
emphasis on community participation can be viewed as largely cosmetic (Taylor 2001:137). 
Taylor (2001:137) noted “participation is not simply working because it is used as a 
‘hegemonic’ device to secure compliance to, and control by, existing power”.  Wilbanks 
(1994:541) argued that the concept of sustainable development operates more as a ‘slogan’ 
than an actual development strategy, pointing to the idealistic nature of the concept. Other 
authors have highlighted problems with the definition of the concept, and the ambiguous and 
contradictory rhetoric associated with it (Foale 2001; Redclift 1987; Walley 2004; West 
2006; Worster 1993). Almost 70 different definitions of sustainable development have been 
formulated (Sharpley 2000; Steer & Wade-Gery 1993) adding confusion to the measurement 
of sustainable development in practice (Reid 2013:xv; Sharpley 2000). Investigations of 
sustainable development have been widely studied by anthropologists because even though 
the concept is ambiguous, and perhaps contradictory, it is implemented in practice in rural 
communities around the world (Sharpley 2000).  
Sustainable development raises concerns about the future of natural resources within 
Indigenous communities because it advocates a conservationist approach to development that 
often involves a hands-off approach to natural resources (Liu 2003). Such an approach is 
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often motivated by a notion that “when nature is left alone, it is in harmony; and humankind 
impoverishes nature” (Hardy et al. 2002:476). This view has been criticised as the rhetoric of 
sustainable development that promotes conservation projects as motivated by a particular 
relationship between ‘nature’ and ‘culture’ (Brosius 1997; Goldman 2001; Nygren 1998; 
Ingold 2000; West 2006).  
Anthropologists have been concerned with political and social consequences of Western style 
conservation, implemented in Indigenous communities, but which does not account for 
alternative (Indigenous) ways of sustainably managing natural resources and of perceiving 
the environment (Bird-David 1990; Carrier & Miller 1998; Evans-Pritchard 1953; Fairhead & 
Leach 1995; Posey 1985; Ross et al. 2011; Sillitoe 2002; West 2006:9). For example, the 
creation of ‘protected areas’ is one way that sustainable development may be implemented, 
but protected areas often mean rural communities can no longer access their natural resources 
in specific locales (West et al. 2006; see also Love 2007; Ross et al. 2011.). This is 
particularly problematic in areas where subsistence is the dominant economy.  
 
Anthropologists and other commentators have been critical of the implementation of 
sustainable development when it is introduced into Indigenous communities without 
appropriate background knowledge of the target population and without community 
participation in the design and implementation phases of development (Foale 2001; Hviding 
& Bayliss-Smith 2000). A common strategy for the implementation of sustainable 
development is through tourism-as-development projects that aim to offer poor rural 
communities an opportunity to participate in the cash economy while simultaneously 
protecting the environment.  
Sustainable tourism development 
Sustainable tourism development is regarded as an important way of implementing 
sustainable development. Sustainable tourism development can be defined as any tourism 
activity that contributes to sustainable development (Liu 2003). During the Earth Summit in 
Rio, Agenda 21 directly encouraged governments to promote ecotourism to enhance 
sustainable development (Butcher 2003:8; UNSD 1992). Tourism is regarded as supporting 
the aims of sustainable development and is viewed as a direct way to implement tourism as a 
panacea for economic development for Indigenous communities, poverty eradication, and 
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conservation (Hall 2007; Hardy et al. 2002:482). This is also the way in which tourism has 
been promoted in Marovo Lagoon, as discussed in Chapter 3. Sustainable tourism is seen as 
having emerged as a result of increased environmental awareness and cultural sensitivity, 
dissatisfaction with current economic development, realisation by host communities that 
resources are scarce and vulnerable, and changing attitudes of tourism developers (Hardy et 
al. 2002:487; Prosser 1994).  
Sustainable tourism developed as a response to the emergent dissatisfaction with mass 
tourism, such as package and cruise ship tourism. As a result of the rapid growth of tourism 
since the 1960s, many commentators have called for restraint on the expansion of mass 
tourism (Sharpley 2009:xi; Poon 1989), which has been accused of destroying and degrading 
cultures, community structures, and the natural environment (Altman and Finlayson 1993; 
Fennel 2008:130; Sharpley 2009:xi). Mass tourism is regarded as lacking an ethical 
framework due to negative impacts on host communities. This has in some cases led 
Indigenous peoples to mistrust and reject interaction with tourists, especially those who arrive 
in local communities in large numbers (Butcher 2003:7; Castro & Nielson 2001; Holden 
2003). For Poon (1989 cited in Butcher 2003:7): “ The tourism industry is in crisis … a crisis 
of mass tourism that has brought social, cultural, economic and environmental havoc in its 
wake, … it is mass tourism practices that must be radically changed to bring in the new’.  
As a response to this ‘crisis’, the tourism industry has shifted its focus to minimising social, 
cultural, economic and environmental impacts associated with mass tourism (Butcher 2003; 
Fennel 2002). Sustainable tourism aims to: 1) meet the long-term and short-term needs of 
host communities; 2) support an increasing number of tourists; and 3) protect the 
environment (Liu 2003:460). Bramwell & Lane (1993) portray the emergence of sustainable 
tourism development as a positive approach as it has the qualities to minimise impacts on 
host communities, tourists and the environment that may lead to long-term benefits and 
maintenance of both human and natural resources.  
The perceived impacts of mass tourism have given the ‘tourist’ a negative stigma and many 
travellers will attempt not to be identified as ‘traditional tourists’; this results in decisions to 
travel to places not yet associated with tourism (Butcher 2003; Harkin 1995; Honey 2008). 
An increasing market for travelling to ‘out-of-track’ places has emerged as a result of the 
‘downfall’ of mass tourism and has produced many alternative forms of tourism deemed 
more moral and low-impact (Poon 1989; Scheyvens 1999:245). 
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New Moral Tourism 
New and alternative forms of tourism have been termed ‘New Moral Tourism’, which 
emphasises natural, social and community values and aims to allow a positive and 
meaningful interaction between hosts and guests (Butcher 2003:18, 2007; Poon 1989). New 
Moral Tourism also emphasises how tourism can contribute to protect the environment, bring 
‘development’ to local communities, eradicate poverty, decrease reliance on foreign aid and 
assistance, and bring cultural rejuvenation (Butler & Hinch 2007:2; Fennel 2002; Sakata & 
Prideaux 2013; Turner et al. 2012). Examples of such alternative forms of tourism are 
ecotourism, community-based tourism (CBT), community-based ecotourism (CBET), pro-
poor tourism (PPT), sustainable tourism, medical tourism, volunteer tourism, green tourism 
and special interest tourism.  
The ‘New Moral Tourist’ is characterised as different from the mass tourist. The new moral 
tourist is perceived as being educated, aware, reflexive and independent (Butcher 2003:7). 
New Moral Tourism is regarded as significantly better for tourists as it offers a tourist 
experience that is more meaningful and enlightening than traditional mass tourism (Butcher 
2003:7). New Moral Tourism thus appears to offer the authentic tourism experiences tourists 
are seeking (MacCannel 1976; Urry 1990, 1992). By travelling to remote corners of the 
world, access to the private domains of communities and authenticity are regarded as more 
achievable than travelling in larger groups or package tours (Coronado 2014:12, 14).  
Of these alternative forms of tourism, ecotourism is the most prominent and extensively 
promoted.  
Ecotourism 
Ecotourism is promoted as a holiday experience that offers access to ‘untouched’ and 
‘pristine’ environments. Ecotourism proposes to bring conservation of biodiversity and 
ecosystems into tourism planning and to minimise negative human impacts, while offering a 
viable economic activity to Indigenous communities (Cater & Lowman 1994; Fennel 2002; 
Issacs 2000:61; Wearing et al. 2005). An instrumental part of ecotourism development is to 
involve local communities in the implementation and running of tourism ventures. 
Ecotourism aims to support local communities’ interests in the conservation of biodiversity 
by generating economic incentives to avoid environmental damage (Stronza 2007). 
Biodiversity is seen as one of the main assets developing countries have to attract tourists and 
this main asset has to be protected (UNWTO 2010) and its sustainable use offers the 
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opportunity to generate revenue and create employment (Mowfort & Munt 2008). The 
relationship between tourism and environment is therefore an inherent part of the ecotourism 
product (Hall 1994:139). 
NGOs often promote conservation-as-development projects in combination with sustainable 
tourism to rural communities as a viable development alternative to extractive industries 
(Brosius 1999:36). NGOs have therefore become visible players among rural communities. 
Many ENGOs including WWF and international organisations such as the UN have funded 
community based tourism projects in developing nations as an enterprise-based conservation 
project. For instance, USAID has funded over 100 projects focusing on ecotourism since the 
mid-1990s investing over $US2 billion in sustainable tourism (Kiss 2004). In addition, the 
UNDP funded over 700 ecotourism or community based tourism projects from 1990 to 2007 
(Harrison 2010:44).  
Ecotourism is, to some extent, legitimised by its emphasis on community participation, 
promotion of democracy, and empowerment of local people to engage in decisions that will 
affect their lives (Butcher 2007:61). Without these emphases, it would be challenging to gain 
access to Indigenous communities and customary land due to the authority and agency these 
communities often have over their customary land.  
In other words, sustainable tourism development makes many promises to rural communities, 
but have these promises been fulfilled? Several commentators highlight that the optimistic 
idea of sustainable tourism development is sometimes contradicted by unsuccessful attempts 
to implement alternative tourism models such as ecotourism in small-scale societies (Rojas & 
Turner 2011). Such discussions indicate that it is challenging to implement the idea of 
tourism as a panacea to development for small-scale societies without appropriate knowledge 
of host communities. The case of Marovo Lagoon adds to this important debate.  
Ecotourism in practice 
The most significant contributions anthropologists have made to the debate regarding the 
viability of tourism as a development strategy for small-scale societies have been 
investigations into how such initiatives are experienced by host communities. Such 
investigations either challenge or support the claim that tourism has the capacity to solve 
many issues Indigenous communities are currently facing. Anthropologists, along with 
academics in other disciplines, have raised concerns about the spread of tourism into 
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peripheral and remote areas in which Indigenous peoples reside (Butler & Hinch 1996:3) and 
whether sustainable tourism delivers what it promises to host communities.  
The purported synergistic connections between tourism, conservation and development are 
increasingly questioned as they continuously fails to put theory into practice successfully 
(Carrier & West 2004; Higham & Luck 2002; Kiss 2004). Despite frequent promotion of 
ecotourism, the conditions under which it is successfully implemented as a tool for 
conservation are yet to be identified (Krüger 2005). It has been argued that community-based 
tourism projects often fail due to the use of inappropriate methods and techniques in the 
implementation stage (Mowforth & Hunt 2009) that lead to dependency and insecurity 
instead of empowerment (Britton 1983; Plange 1989). Others have argued that the problems 
with community-based tourism projects stem from inequitable power relations between local 
communities and ‘outsiders’, resulting in insufficient local community participation 
(Blackstock 2005; Butcher 2007; Erb 2004; Harrison 2010; Kiss 2004; Mbaiwa 2005; 
Mbaiwa 2005b; Salafsky et al. 2001; Salazar 2012; Wearing et al. 2005). There is often 
insufficient recognition that tourism development is both supply-led and demand-driven; no 
tourist destination can take the growth of its tourism industry for granted (Liu 2003). This 
observation is crucial, as it suggests that to promote tourism where there is no demand for 
tourism is not sustainable. In places like Marovo Lagoon, it is unlikely that tourist arrivals 
will increase just because community members support increased tourism.  
Furthermore, the challenge many community-based projects encounter is the failure to create 
and maintain a sustainable relationship between NGOs and host communities (Robards et al. 
2011) because of the limited knowledge about the tourism industry by NGOs and 
development agencies (Simpsons 2008).  Svoronou & Holden (2005) note that the ability of 
NGOs to manage CBET projects without causing community resentment is a major issue. A 
number of authors report community resentment of top-down approaches by external 
organisations such as ENGOs, governments and national elites (Butcher 2007; Erb 2004; 
Harrison 2010; Kiss 2004; Manyara & Jones 2007; Mbaiwa 2005a; Salafsky et al. 2001; 
Wearing et al. 2005), demonstrating that even though the rhetoric of ecotourism is grounded 
in community participation, it fails to account appropriately for the perceptions and 
aspirations of the host communities in practice.  
Many ecotourism conservation projects have resulted in conflict because the interest of the 
host community was not recognised in the planning and implementation stages of the project 
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making the host community a victim of poorly planned tourism projects (Goodwin 1996; 
Gurung & Seeland 2011; Honey 2008; Scheyvens 1999; Welford et al. 1999). Conservation 
plans and strategies designed to protect biodiversity may therefore conflict with the 
development aspirations of local communities (Sakata & Prideaux 2013:1; see also Blangy & 
Mehta 2006; Foale 2001; Robards et al. 2011; Turner et al. 2012). In Chapter 3, I identified 
that tourism in Marovo Lagoon is based on an assumption that Marovo peoples share the 
same concern for the environment as do NGOs and academics. In contrast, it is more likely 
that Marovo peoples have development aspirations that are other than outside agents 
promoting tourism (see chapter 3, and the results of interviews in Chapter 6 and subsequent 
discussion in Chapter 7).  
Tourism is often presented as an economic incentive for host communities to conserve their 
natural resources and thereby attract ecotourists (Malek-Zadeh & Miller 1996). For instance, 
the NGO Conservation International promoted ecotourism to the Maimafu of Papua New 
Guinea as a financial incentive to discontinue hunting Birds of Paradise (West 2006) in 
similar ways to how WWF promoted ecotourism to discontinue logging activities in Michi 
village, Marovo Lagoon (see Chapter 3). However, as the primary motivation for promoting 
tourism was conservation and not the appropriateness of tourism for the Maimafu, local 
residents burned down the eco-lodges in protest when the benefits promised by tourism failed 
to materialise.  
Dimanche & Smith (1996) argue that ecotourism alone cannot solve environmental problems. 
While ecotourism is based on environmental protection, it is paradoxically also dependent on 
using environmental resources to develop tourism experiences (Williams & Ponford 2009) 
and can, therefore, potentially damage the environmental conditions that attracted tourists in 
the first place (Gurung & Seeland 2011).  
Tourism projects can only be sustainable if the host community sees economic benefits from 
active participation in the project (Wunder 2007). Such an argument indicates that the level 
of participation and level of economic benefit by host communities dictates their support for 
conservation (Stronza & Pegas 2008:265-266). Foucat’s (2002) research in Vantanilla, 
Mexico, shows significant income from tourism, along with high community support and 
positive perceptions of tourism amongst local residents. This demonstrates that if the 
perceived economic benefits materialise, community participation and support is likely to 
continue. Although there are benefits from ecotourism promises, research shows that these 
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are often not commensurate with expectations. 
Belsky’s (1999) investigations of a community-based ecotourism venture in Gales Point 
Manatee, Belize, shows that community participation was low and that there was high 
dissatisfaction with economic benefits, resulting in only limited support for conservation. 
Alexander’s (2000) investigations of a Baboon Sanctuary, also in Belize, show very different 
results. In this example, high community participation in all stages of project development 
and implementation occurred, and as a consequence, there was support for conservation by 
the host community. Observations such as the ones made by West (2006), Belsky (1999) and 
Alexander (2000) contribute to recognition that in order to link ecotourism and conservation 
successfully, local ownership, support and management in the tourism project is required, 
rather than empty promises of economic benefits alone (Stronza & Gordillo 2008). Such 
research indicates that, as Marovo residents are increasingly frustrated by the lack of 
expected economic benefits from tourism, a decrease in support for conservation is likely to 
occur. This has already been observed in Michi village, as discussed in Chapter 3.  
Therefore, I argue that it is crucial to investigate whether tourism is an appropriate 
development strategy in particular small-scale societies prior to proposing and implementing 
tourism-as-development projects. For instance, is the appropriate infrastructure in place to 
support large-scale tourism? Will tourism lead to an increased reliance on imported foods? 
How will profits from tourism be shared amongst key stakeholders? Is there a market demand 
for tourism development? Such questions should be instrumental in determining whether 
tourism should or should not be promoted in particular small-scale societies.  
 
Summary  
The topics that preoccupied early anthropological investigations of tourism remain important. 
As my research explores the perceptions of tourists, these early studies of tourism provide 
useful tools in identifying the type of tourist market Marovo Lagoon is attracting and might 
provide an indication as to why tourist arrivals remain low. As tourists who travel to remote 
areas often do so in search of authentic tourist experiences (see MacCannel 1974; Urry 1990, 
1992), and as Marovo Lagoon is marketed as a ‘pristine’ and remote area (Chapters 2 and 3), 
indicates that tourists who travel to Marovo Lagoon are ‘ecotourists’ eager to escape other 
tourists. However, this observation also indicates that if tourism development is to increase in 
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Marovo Lagoon, ecotourists may cease to travel to Marovo Lagoon, and this will 
consequently change the current tourism market.  These observations will be discussed 
further in Chapters 6 and 7. 
As tourists have not arrived in the expected numbers in Marovo Lagoon, my study documents 
an increasing dissatisfaction with the tourism industry in the area. Promises made by those 
promoting ecotourism have not been fulfilled. Marovo Lagoon is, thus, a case study of a 
small-scale community eager to participate in a cash-generating activity, but is also a 
reminder that cultural context and feasibility of a tourism industry must be taken into account 
in promoting and planning tourism. In the following chapter, I outline the methodology and 
methods used for this research project.  
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Chapter 5:  Methodology and Methods 
 
Introduction 
This research project explores the perceptions of tourism held by residents of Marovo 
Lagoon, tourists, and by representatives of the Solomon Islands National Government. The 
aim is to investigate possible disjunctions between these three perspectives. A 
phenomenological approach has been adopted, which focuses on investigating the lived 
experiences of Marovo residents and tourists visiting Marovo Lagoon (Bernard 2011:18; 
Szarycz 2009), and qualitative methods to capture the perceptions of the various informants 
on tourism development in Marovo Lagoon (McCall 2006:8). Due to the vast amount of data 
gathered during this research project, an emergent theme approach has been utilised to 
identify the main themes that derived from the data (Robson 2011).  
In this chapter I outline the informant recruitment strategy employed to gather various 
perspectives, and provide a rationale for why specific informants were chosen. I also present 
the methodology and methods used during fieldwork, again providing a rationale for the 
choices made. In particular I review the methods of participant observation, focus group and 
semi-structured interviews which were used to investigate the perceptions of the informants 
who participated in this study.  
 
Methodological approach 
Qualitative research 
Qualitative methods focus on studying people and phenomena in their natural setting to 
observe, interpret, and make sense of phenomena in terms of the meanings people bring to 
those phenomena (Denzin & Lincoln 2000:3; Vidich & Lyman 2000:38). Qualitative 
methods entail analysing raw data based on words rather than numbers. Such methods 
include participant observation, open-ended interviews, structured interviews and textual 
analysis (Barfield 1997:386). Qualitative methods are thus deeply connected to anthropology 
due to the importance of ethnographic fieldwork and participant observation in the 
anthropology discipline (Atkinson & Delamont 2011:xxviii). By observing and engaging in a 
series of interpretive and material practices, anthropologists aim to make the world visible 
(Denzin & Lincoln 2000:2). Anthropologists use these methods to immerse themselves in the 
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life worlds of their informants, thereby allowing them to record and collect information for 
comparative research.  
Constructivism 
As this research project seeks to understand a range of different perspectives on a central 
issue, a constructivist approach is an appropriate paradigm in which to situate my data 
collection. Constructivism assumes a relativist ontology in acknowledging the existence of 
multiple realities, subjectivist epistemology, and by utilising a range of naturalistic 
methodological approaches (Denzin & Lincoln 2000:21). This approach emphasises that 
knowledge systems and cultures are actively created through both social and symbolic 
interactions between the researcher and informants (Golafshani 2003:600). In the field of 
anthropology, a constructivist perspective is often essential, as the researcher does not know 
what he or she will find in the field and must be open to alternative world views and 
knowledge systems (Bernard 2011). Approaching the field from a constructivist approach 
therefore involves perceiving the interaction between researcher and informants as equal 
partners in research output (Lincoln & Guba 1985:37). As my own culture and life world is 
different from those of Marovo residents, I approached the field from a constructivist 
perspective. Using my own experience and knowledge about the tourism industry (Sleveland 
2011), a constructivist approach assisted me in not only gathering information about 
perceptions of tourism in Marovo Lagoon, but also in analysing my results.  
Ethnography 
Ethnography is the systematic exploration and analysis of a particular contemporary culture 
through fieldwork. The researcher immerses herself in the daily routines and lives of her 
informants and by observing, engaging, and analysing the social dynamics that become 
apparent in the field (Atkinson & Hammersly 1994:248).  
Ethnography as a method is essential in anthropological research and relies heavily on 
participant observation. Participant observation is seen as the hallmark of traditional 
anthropological methods, first pioneered by Malinowski (1922). Malinowski argued that the 
best way to really understand how people ‘tick’ is to conduct long-term fieldwork amongst 
them and observe and interact in informants’ life worlds (Malinowski 1922:18). In the social 
sciences, as with legal cases, eyewitness testimony from trustworthy observers is a 
convincing form of verification (Angrosino & Perez 2000:674). However, anthropologists 
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also acknowledge that two researchers might interpret the same situation in contrasting ways 
(Barfield 1997:386).  As a consequence, in addition to observing, it is regarded as important 
to establish personal relationships with informants to access the most trustworthy information 
(Barrett 1990). In particular, the development of relationships with informants enables the 
researcher to enter both ‘front stage’ and ‘backstage’ of the space to which the researcher 
aims to gain access (Goffman 1959).  
Approaching the field  
In Marovo Lagoon there are several views on tourism and different ways of expressing these 
views depending on the place of each informant in the social system and tourism framework 
and on the level on interaction he/she has with tourism. As a result, one focus of this research 
project is to analyse the responses of three different groups of Marovo residents from three 
villages, all with different social structures, and with different access to tourists. To utilise the 
case study method is valuable as it aims to produce a complex and in-depth understanding of 
a single or small number of case studies (Hartley 2004:323; Yin 2014:142), and to document 
the variables between case studies. The case study method is particularly useful in research 
that requires a deep understanding of social processes.  
The three villages used as case studies for my research were of different sizes, had different 
types of tourism accommodation, had different religious affiliations, different geographical 
locations in the lagoon, and had had varying degrees of success in engaging with the tourism 
industry. 
The use of a case study approach to data collection meant that I was able to interview a range 
of different informants. This was deemed to be an important strategy as all these variables are 
factors that are most likely to influence perceptions of tourism in Marovo Lagoon. To explore 
a variety of perceptions on tourism, it was necessary to use a range of different qualitative 
methods.  
 
Methods 
This research project is situated in an ethnographic methodology and uses the following 
qualitative methods: participant observation; semi-structured and structured interviews; focus 
group discussions; and surveys. Using multiple methods is crucial when exploring the views 
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of several groups of informants as this approach allows the researcher to explore the 
perceptions of informants through both observation and in-depth conversations.  
Participant observation  
Participant observation is used in combination with other methods to explore whether there is 
a correlation between what informants say and what they do. Nevertheless, using participant 
observation as a sole method would only document what informants do but would not 
account for why informants choose to act as they do. 
Focus groups 
Focus groups are “exploratory sessions organised around a specific theme that informants are 
comfortable discussing in a small and informal, yet, public forum” (Etkin 1993:96). These 
group discussions can help identify important themes that can then be explored further in 
structured or semi-structured interviews. Focus groups also assist in encouraging informants 
to discuss a topic from different points of view amongst themselves, which would not be 
possible to the same extent in individual interviews. During the focus group held for this 
research project, informants were able to challenge responses by other informants, which 
sparked debate and discussion about tourism. Not only was this valuable for my research, it 
also created an appropriate forum for informants to discuss amongst themselves what they 
thought should be the future of tourism in their village. 
Semi-structured interviews  
In addition to participating in the daily routines of informants, researchers often use either 
structured or semi-structured interviews to discuss what the researcher observes. A semi-
structured interview is open-ended but usually follows a general outline and is concentrated 
on a particular topic (Bernard 2006:210). Semi-structured interviews are often used when the 
researcher has only one chance to interview an informant, particularly if the informant is an 
elite member of a community (Bernard 2006:212). By following  set questions, the researcher 
maintains a degree of control, but is also able to ask new questions that are appropriate, based 
on the responses of the informant to preceding questions (Bernard 2006:212). As the 
interviews are open-ended, the method allows an informant to elaborate in as much detail as 
he/she wants regarding questions asked by the researcher (Etkin 1993:95). It is the 
combination of participant observation and interviews that enables the researcher to 
determine whether there is a correlation between what informants do and what they say.  
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Structured interviews and surveys  
Structured interviews, such as surveys, ask informants to respond to a set of almost identical 
questions which often involve an ‘interview schedule’ (Bernard 2006:212). During structured 
interviews and surveys, informants are exposed to set stimuli “to control the input that 
triggers people’s responses so that their output can be reliably compared” to responses of 
others (Bernard 2006:251).   
Surveys can be structured and/or open-ended. Structured surveys require respondents to tick 
off specific answers while open-ended surveys allow respondents to elaborate on their 
choices. Such methods work well in combination with interviews as they provide informants 
with the opportunity to answer specific questions without any time pressure to respond to 
them. Open-ended surveys also allow informants to express themselves in writing and to have 
the opportunity to be anonymous. Surveys are particularly useful when the researcher is not 
able to meet informants in person. Through computer-assisted self-administered interviews 
(CASI), the researcher is able to extract information from informants who are hard to 
encounter ‘in the field’ (Bernard 1996:254; Nicholls & Leeuw 1996). 
In my research project, a combination of methods was utilised to accommodate the different 
informants encountered in the field. 
 
Informant Recruitment Strategy 
During this research project, I undertook two visits to Marovo Lagoon. In June-July 2012, I 
made a scoping trip to the lagoon. The principal aim of this visit was to gather consent from 
the case study villages; to become familiar with Marovo Lagoon; and to identify key 
informants who were later used as a starting point for formal research interviews the 
following year. 
Consent forms were gathered from relevant people in the case study villages. Many Marovo 
people were, therefore, already familiar with the research project before data collection 
commenced and had expressed a willingness to participate. My focus was to explain my 
research to village chiefs and their palabatu – or elders’ council – to church leaders, and local 
and expatriate tourism business owners. Having the consent of the village chief is essential in 
undertaking any kind of research in Marovo Lagoon. As the people of Marovo Lagoon are 
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accustomed to host researchers in their villages, participation by members of a village will 
only occur when the chief has consented to the research project.  
Informal conversations with other Marovo residents during the scoping trip provided me with 
ideas about key themes and topics to investigate during fieldwork the following year. The 
scoping trip also highlighted the importance of adding staff advising the National 
Government into my informant cohort, as many Marovo residents expressed dissatisfaction 
with how the National Government deals with tourism development. In addition, as Solomon 
Islands is promoting tourism as a viable development strategy for the entire country, the 
government’s perspective was crucial in gaining an holistic perspective on tourism 
development in the country.  
As a result of my scoping trip, I was able to identify three different actors in tourism 
development in Marovo Lagoon: Marovo residents; tourists; and the National Government 
(Table 5.1).  
Method Targets Completed 
Semi-structured interviews Marovo residents 
Tourists 
32 
Household interviews Head of household plus others 
present 
5 households (11 participants) 
Focus group Villagers, Chief and Elders 1 (53 participants) 
Structured interviews (e-mail, 
Skype) 
Former and Current Director of 
Tourism, Ministry of Tourism, 
Solomon Islands Government 
and former chairman of SIVB 
1 (8 participants) 
Online survey Tourists 22 
Total  128 
Table 5.1:  Informants and methods 
I returned to Marovo Lagoon in June 2013 and began my data collection2 using purposive 
sampling of key informants and from there adopted the snowballing technique to expand my 
sampling frame (Bernard 2006:193). I also found engaging in the local card game lokka 
useful in creating social relationships with informants prior to interviews. At times, card play 
would develop into an interview when the informant felt comfortable enough .However, at 
other times, interviews would be conducted without much formal introduction. The local 
                                                
2 Ethical clearance from The School of Social Science, University of Queensland on 12th September 2012 
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enthusiasm for tourism became apparent in that many people would come to me, 
unannounced, to offer themselves as interview subjects.  
 
The Field: Researching Tourism in Marovo Lagoon 
The specific methods used in this research include all of the techniques discussed above. 
During my fieldwork, I stayed at various tourism businesses and experienced the facilities 
and tourism products on offer. Consequently, I was able to experience the differences 
between food, activities and facilities offered to tourists in the different case study villages. 
Living the way in which tourists do, I was a tourist while at the same time being a researcher. 
However, from Marovo residents’ viewpoints, I was not perceived as a tourist. Instead, I was 
seen as someone who could possibly bring change in the local tourism industry. Despite my 
protestations that my research could only suggest directions for change, and not generate the 
change itself (see below), people were enthusiastic about my research project and its potential 
outcomes. 
Some informants saw me as a representative from the Ministry of Tourism and Culture and 
asked for advice on how to receive funding for ecolodges. Others saw me as someone who 
would assist in attracting tourists while others asked for assistance with marketing and 
creating an online webpage for their business. I was therefore seen as embodying many 
different roles and it was important for me to be specific about my purpose as a researcher in 
Marovo Lagoon. I pointed out to informants that even though my research might contribute 
to identification of important issues related to tourism development, I did not have the ability 
to change tourist behaviour, nor could I assist directly in building and funding tourist 
accommodation. This clarification seemed to make many informants more relaxed when 
speaking to me, knowing that I was not looking for one particular answer and was not 
working for the National Government or an NGO.  
In the past, tourism studies have tended to focus on tourists and on tour operators, rather than 
on those affected by tourism. As a consequence, previous research has reviewed the effects of 
tourism on host communities (Stronza 2001:263) but not others in the vicinity of a tourism 
venture who may also be affected by the presence of tourists. Many issues with studies of 
tourism are that they tend to focus on tourists, and much research on the impacts of tourism 
seems to focus exclusively on the immediate host communities (Stronza 2001:263). For my 
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research, therefore, it was crucial to explore local, tourist and government perspectives on 
tourism in Marovo Lagoon to achieve a holistic perspective on tourism in the lagoon.  
As a consequence, the specific implementation of the methods outline earlier in this chapter 
was as follows: 
• Participant observation - engaging with tourists and local residents and observing 
interactions between them. 
• Semi structured interviews and household interviews were undertaken with members 
of village communities starting with the chief and members of his palabatu, and 
tourism business owners, and snowballing thereafter. Most adult villagers can read 
and write in Solomon Islands Pijin and some in English. As a result, communication 
was not a problem during interviews. Semi-structured interviews were also 
undertaken with an expatriate tourism business owner and with some tourists, either 
in Marovo Lagoon or in Brisbane.  
• Structured interviews were used when face-to-face interviews were not possible. A 
structured e-mail interview was undertaken with the Director of Tourism at the 
Ministry of Tourism and Culture, and an e-mail interview and follow-up Skype 
interview were conducted with a former Solomon Islands Director of Tourism.  
• An online survey of tourists was devised prior to entering the field. As the number of 
tourists in Marovo Lagoon is low, I needed an alternative to in-the-field interviews 
with tourists to expand the sample of tourists who had been to Marovo Lagoon to 
include in my data.  
• A focus group discussion (FGD – Figure 5.1) was used in one of the villages, where I 
was assisted by one of my supervisors. Participants were recruited at a church service 
and the focus group exercise was conducted in the church after a morning devotion. 
Participants for this focus group were divided into three groups and were asked to 
deal with three separate topics:  
1. Positives of tourism  
2. Negatives of tourism 
3. Their perceptions of tourist expectations whilst holidaying in Marovo Lagoon 
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Participants were given a piece of paper and asked to write their ideas anonymously before 
discussing the topic with the rest of the group. Participants were encouraged to write in Pijin 
or in Marovo language if they did not feel confident writing in English. Each group delegated 
a spokesperson from the group to present the key matters their group identified. 
Presentation of results was followed by a general group discussion where participants spoke 
freely about issues raised. This discussion was based on the participants’ interaction with 
tourists who had come to the village for village tours and to stay at the village rest house. 
This focus group helped identify key themes that were pursued in subsequent interviews. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Figure 5.1:  Focus group in Chubikopi village (Photo: Annie Ross) 
Villages and informants 
Tibara/Bili 
The Seventh Day Adventist village of Tibara is a satellite village of the neighbouring village 
of Bili, although residents of Tibara live on a different island and have their own church. 
Currently, Tibara village comprises 12 adults and the aim was to interview all of them while 
staying at the village ecolodge (see Figure 5.2).  
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I approached informants individually and asked for an interview either after church or when 
they visited me at the ecolodge. In most cases, informants felt comfortable conducting 
interviews in their own homes. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Figure 5.2:  Tibara ecolodge (Photo: Annie Ross) 
 
Most household interviews were conducted using set questions designed before starting the 
interview and more questions were asked as was appropriate according to informants’ 
answers. Interviews were also conducted with villagers from Bili even though there are no 
tourism businesses in this village. Two families who wished to build a tourism business in 
Bili were also interviewed. 
A focus group was planned for Tibara but due to the conflicting ideas about tourism, it was 
not an appropriate method to use in this context, as a focus group was likely to increase some 
existing tensions and conflicts in this small community.  
Chubikopi 
As Chubikopi is a considerably larger village than Tibara, with a population of over 700, the 
informant recruitment process was different for this village. The key informants in Chubikopi 
were the Chief, the manager of Chubikopi Rest House (see Figure 5.3), and one local family. 
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The latter key informant was able to put me in contact with other families whom I could 
interview.  
An expatriate business owner was staying at the Rest House. I took the opportunity to 
interview her about her views on tourism in Marovo Lagoon and on her own business in 
Marovo Lagoon. In addition, two tourists at Chubikopi were interviewed and were given the 
URL to the anonymous online survey I had devised for visitors to Marovo Lagoon. I was also 
able to undertake interviews with Chubikopi-based Uepi staff when they were not at work.  
Participants for the focus group held in Chubikopi were recruited by making an 
announcement at the Sunday devotional service (with approval and encouragement from the 
church leaders and the village chief). The topic of the focus group was explained in the 
context of an introduction to the research, and people were invited to remain in the church 
after the Monday morning devotions if they wished to participate. 
Almost all the members of Chubikopi attend the main Sunday church service, so this 
technique for calling for volunteers for the focus group ensured that almost everyone in the 
village was aware of this activity. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Figure 5.3:  Chubikopi Resthouse (Photo: Annie Ross). 
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Matekuri 
Matekuri is the only locally-run tourism business that receives relatively regular and high 
numbers of tourists (Figure 5.4). Matekuri receives marketing assistance from Australia and 
therefore this business has an advantage over most of the other local businesses in the area. 
Based on my own previous experience and that of other researchers who have worked in 
Marovo Lagoon over the past ten years, I assumed that I would not meet many tourists at the 
other two villages, so I therefore chose Matekuri as my third village, with the expectation of 
meeting tourists there.  
At Matekuri, three tourists were scheduled to leave just one hour after my arrival, but I 
managed to have a brief conversation with them before their departure and I gave them the 
URL link to my survey and my contact details. As they were University of Queensland 
students, they agreed to meet with me for an interview back in Brisbane.  
As the only remaining visitor at Matekuri, I undertook interviews with the owner and his 
brother, who owned another tourist accommodation business on a different island. This other 
tourist accommodation had been operating for several years but only receives one to two 
visitors per year. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Figure 5.4:  Bungalow at Matekuri (Photo: Solvor Sleveland). 
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Tourists 
Because tourist numbers to Marovo Lagoon are so low, recruiting tourists as informants was 
the hardest part of the informant recruitment process. The URL link to the online survey was 
given to all tourists encountered in the field and to several tourism businesses in Marovo 
Lagoon, with requests that the owners give the link to their clients 
In an attempt to meet tourists, I made several visits to the local airport at Seghe to distribute 
the fliers with the URL link to incoming tourists, who were all on their way to the expatriate 
owned resorts of Uepi or Wilderness.  
Luckily, I had the opportunity to visit the Wilderness Lodge, in the village of Peava, and it 
was here that I met with the largest number of tourists during my fieldwork. As the tourists 
were busy with their daily activities, a group discussion was conducted during a communal 
lunch break and URL links to the online survey were given to participants. 
National Government representatives 
Through contact via e-mail and Skype, I interviewed the current and a former Director of 
Tourism and Culture.  
 
Summary 
 
By interviewing Marovo residents, tourists, government representatives, and by utilising a 
range of qualitative research methods through a constructivist perspective, I was able to 
gather a wide range of data. These data have enabled me to capture the different perspectives 
on tourism of each of the tourism actors in Marovo Lagoon. The results of my research are 
presented in the next chapter. 
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 Chapter 6: Results 
 
Introduction 
This chapter presents the results of interviews and/or surveys undertaken with government 
officials, tourists and Marovo residents. Research sought information about these people’s 
perceptions of tourism in Marovo Lagoon. By using the classic phenomenological technique 
of theme identification (Robson 2011), I identify and describe the key themes that have 
emerged from my field research in Marovo Lagoon. Due to the quantity of data gathered, this 
chapter only focuses on major themes identified by informants.  
I highlight the similarities and differences between the different informant groups and 
establish that there are three key perceptions of tourism amongst informants participating in 
this research project. These perceptions are: 
1. Tourists who travel to Marovo Lagoon wish to escape from other tourists and the 
mass tourism market, and wish to engage with and learn about local culture. Tourists 
are also concerned about the future of Marovo Lagoon in the face of logging and 
consequent environmental impacts; 
2. The National Government desires mass tourism in Solomon Islands to replace logging 
as the backbone of the National economy. Tourism is perceived as solving many of 
the nation’s economic challenges; 
3. Marovo residents desire mass tourism to create jobs and provide a steady cash flow 
into the lagoon. Tourism is perceived as a contrast to logging, as people believe 
tourism does not spoil the environment for short-term gain, but instead offers and 
long-term economic benefits to Marovo residents. 
In this chapter I particularly highlight the perceptions of Marovo residents, to inform the 
research aim to explain the increased desire for tourists and eco-lodges in Marovo Lagoon. 
My research has identified several recurrent themes in the perceptions of tourism by Marovo 
residents: 
A) Opportunities: Marovo residents perceive tourism as bringing much needed cash to 
develop infrastructure, improve living standards, pay for school fees, improve the 
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quality of education and health care in the lagoon, and to build and maintain buildings 
such as homes, schools and churches; 
B) Limitations: Tourists can potentially disrespect local culture and religious restrictions 
and contribute to cultural change; 
C) Challenges: Marovo residents identify several challenges associated with tourism in 
the local socio-cultural context. These include increased competition between Marovo 
tourism business owners, conflicts and disagreements arising from distribution of 
profits from tourism, and lack of support from the National Government.  
 
Perceptions of Tourism in Solomon Islands: Ministry of Tourism and Culture, 
Solomon Islands Government 
As discussed in Chapter 3, the Solomon Islands National Government has been eager to 
develop tourism since the 1980s and has made several attempts to promote tourism as a 
possible development strategy for the country and as a source of foreign investment (Burns 
2004; Sofield 2003). Twenty years later, these government policies and aspirations remain at 
the forefront of current government policies. When I asked the Director of Tourism, Mr. 
Barney Sivoro, what he perceived as the importance of tourism in Solomon Islands, he stated: 
The Solomon Islands Government identifies tourism as one of the key sectors to 
develop and expand as it [tourism] has the potential to diversify economic growth 
especially in the rural and outlying areas. The sector has potential to create jobs and 
revenue for the government in view of the declining logging sector, which has been 
the main source of government revenue for the past decades (Barney Siviro, pers. 
comm. Oct. 2013). 
Sivoro thus perceived of tourism as assisting in solving many problems in Solomon Islands, 
such as unemployment and reliance on logging revenue (Chapter 2). Sivoro outlined the 
agenda of the current Ministry of Tourism as the active promotion of tourism to Solomon 
Islanders as an industry with potential for significant growth. He also indicated that the 
government’s policies are adequate to support these tourism goals.  
In addition, Siviro emphasised that the Ministry of Tourism encourages Solomon Islanders to 
embrace the tourism industry to spark economic growth in rural areas: 
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We would like to see the maximum benefit of increased tourism activities go to the 
local people. We want them to be active players and participants in the sector. We 
want them to be able to own and operate small island resorts or eco-lodges; we want 
them to be able to sell their handicrafts, agricultural and marine products, [use] local 
materials for construction, and [develop] other cottage industries(Barney Sivioro, 
pers. comm. Oct. 2013). 
Sivoro explained that to promote tourism in rural areas, the government has introduced 
tourism grants that are available to Solomon Islanders who wish to establish small-scale 
tourism businesses and activities. In allocating funding for new tourism ventures, the 
government emphasises that only proposals that “adhere to best practice sustainable tourism 
practices … [and are] environmentally and culturally sustainable and economically viable” 
are eligible for funding. 
When our people see the value of tourism they will try to conserve resources for long 
term benefit instead of logging and mining which are destructive ((Barney Siviro, 
pers. comm. Oct. 2013). 
Sivoro also stated that the National Government is actively working to support the tourism 
industry in Solomon Islands by improving air access capacity and reliability, developing 
funding for local businesses, promoting consistency, improving market efforts and ensuring 
quality in tourism products and services. To achieve the level of tourism activity envisioned 
by the government, a set of specific targets have been developed. These include a 2% per 
annum increase in the tourism industry’s contribution to GDP and an increase in international 
visitor arrivals by 18% per year from 2012. In other words, the National Government 
envisions that tourist arrivals to Solomon Islands will increase considerably over the next few 
years and is encouraging rural communities to prepare for such a development.  
In response to questions relating to the limitations of tourism development in the Solomon 
Islands, Sivoro responded that uncontrolled development could lead to negative impacts in 
social, cultural and environmental terms (cf. Andriotis 2005; Ashley 2000; Caneday & Zeiger 
1991; Honey 2008) but with proper policies and guidelines, these impacts could be 
minimised.  
However, the former Director of Tourism/Chairman of SIVB, Mr Charlie Panakera, is not as 
optimistic about tourism development in Solomon Islands. He believes that even though the 
government views tourism as a significant development opportunity for rural areas in 
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Solomon Islands, including Marovo Lagoon, much more needs to be done by the National 
and Provincial Governments and the SIVB if policy goals are to be realised, especially in the 
area of training, support and marketing: 
SIVB staff do not visit/inspect properties on [an] annual basis to ensure eco-lodges 
have adequate information to be used for marketing domestically and overseas. 
Instead SIVB staff depend on Marovo people visiting Honiara to update them on 
what’s happening. There are no brochures and updated websites for local properties 
and/or booking engines which would ensure regular visits (Charlie Panakera pers. 
comm. Oct. 2013).	  
Panakera emphasised that although the Ministry of Tourism expresses great hopes for the 
development of tourism, there is still much to be done to support the implementation of 
tourism goals, especially in rural areas and particularly in regard to marketing locally-owned 
tourism businesses. Therefore, even though Sivoro expressed enthusiastic views of the 
benefits tourism development could bring to Solomon Islands, Panakera emphasised that 
there are significant challenges for tourism to be implemented successfully in Solomon 
Islands. For instance, a major challenge is the disconnect between government aspirations 
and tourist desires: government plans are for a large-scale and growing tourism markets; 
tourists, however, travel to Marovo Lagoon to escape other tourists.  
 
Perceptions of Tourism in Marovo Lagoon: Tourists 
As discussed in Chapter 3, only 21% (1470) of the 7000 visitors who arrived in Solomon 
Islands in the second quarter of 2012 were tourists (WTTC 2013). Neighbouring Vanuatu 
saw tourist arrivals peaking at 108 161 in that same year (eGlobal Travel Media 2013). No 
official data for Western Province and/or Marovo Lagoon are available. Most holiday visitors 
to Solomon Islands in 2012 were from Australia, the United States or New Zealand (Figure 
6.1). Tourists surveyed for this study also come mainly from these countries. 
As discussed in Chapter 5, an online survey for tourists was designed for my study, as I did 
not expect to meet many tourists during fieldwork in Marovo Lagoon. This survey aimed to 
explore tourist motivations for choosing Marovo Lagoon as their destination, and reviewed 
their experiences whilst in Marovo Lagoon.  
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Figure 6.1: Visitor arrivals to Solomon Islands by country of residence and by 
purpose of visit, second quarter 2012 (Ministry of Finance 2012:10). 
 
Figure 6.2 summarises how tourists heard about Marovo Lagoon, and includes reasons for 
choosing this destination. Most tourists had heard about Marovo Lagoon: through friends or 
family; read about Marovo Lagoon online or in a book; or had heard that Marovo Lagoon 
was an excellent diving spot. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Figure 6.2: Reasons given by tourists for travelling to Marovo Lagoon. 
Respondents could allocate more than one response: n=22. 
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One tourist commented: 
I heard it was a place where not many tourists go and where we can experience local 
livelihoods (Female, 33). 
During an interview, one tourist stated that his group of three had chosen Marovo Lagoon 
because Solomon Islands had been on The Lonely Planet’s top ten countries to visit in 2012 
and they wanted to try ‘something different’. As Solomon Islands is regarded as one of the 
least visited countries in the world (Murphy 2013), the Lonely Planet list would appeal to 
tourists motivated by visiting places ‘off the beaten track’. Another member of this group, 
said that she had previously been to Vanuatu but had found it ‘too touristy’ and wanted to go 
somewhere where she could get away from other tourists.  
Similar responses in the survey and in interviews support this perception of Marovo Lagoon 
as a tourist destination where other tourists can be avoided and more intimate interaction with 
local residents is achievable.  
But achieving this get-away is problematic, as bookings with many of the businesses in 
Marovo Lagoon are challenging due to limited internet access and unreliable phone 
reception. In addition, limited information about Marovo Lagoon on the internet means that 
tourists often do not hear about the range of accommodation available. Currently, it is only 
Uepi Resort and Wilderness Lodge – and the locally run Matekuri - that have professional 
websites to market their businesses. As a result, tourists who visit Marovo Lagoon usually 
have their pre-booked accommodation at one or more of these three resorts, and consequently 
do not stay in local eco-lodges. 
Figure 6.3 summarises the number of factors tourists identified as being important when 
choosing accommodation. Most tourists said that interacting with Marovo residents, 
experiencing a different culture, and tasting local food were the most important factors in 
their choice of accommodation. Factors such as access to alcohol, Western food and 
electricity were not important. Tourists preferred to meet Marovo residents rather than other 
tourists and this, they claimed, influenced their choice of accommodation.  
A desire to experience local or ‘real’ culture was a common factor in accommodation 
choices, as were practical factors such as cleanliness, availability of toilets, reliable 
transportation and cost of accommodation. 
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Figure 6.3:  Factors regarded by tourist as important when choosing accommodation 
Respondents could allocate more than one response: n=22 
 
One tourist noted: 
Affordability. Comfort, but not luxury. Had to take what we could get but we liked all 
the places. Some were overpriced for facilities provided but that doesn’t mean we 
wanted more ‘modern’ facilities (Female, 64). 
Despite all these responses, most tourists who travel to Marovo Lagoon stay at the up-market 
resorts. This is probably due to these businesses having a well-developed understanding of 
the tourist market, successful marketing, the ability to provide modern and luxurious 
accommodation, and experienced diving instructors.  
As the majority of tourists stay in resorts, the survey asked if tourists would consider staying 
at a locally-run tourist business. The majority (60%) answered that they were already staying 
at a locally-run tourism business (even though they were staying at a resort) or that they 
would be willing to try (32%).  
It is apparent that the tourists surveyed or interviewed for this project were under the 
impression that their accommodation was a locally-run business because many Marovo 
people work at these resorts (and Wilderness is now managed by a local Marovo person).  
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However, some respondents recognised that the resorts were not locally-owned and indicated 
that they would be willing to try such accommodation: 
I definitely would be willing to give it a go (Female, 18). 
I am more likely to stay at a venture run by Solomon Islanders. Experiencing their 
culture and gaining insight into their lives is important for me. Also I would prefer to 
support a locally run venture (Male, 29).	  
Others, however, seemed undecided: 
[I’d] have to say maybe. We are reasonably adventurous but have gotten to the age 
that creature comforts are important so [it] would depend (Male, 69) 
To test the hypothesis that tourists visiting Marovo Lagoon tend to be ‘ecotourists’, the 
survey asked if eco-friendliness was important when choosing accommodation. The majority 
of respondents (68%), replied that it was.  
Some tourists added comments to support their response to this question:	  
It would discourage me from staying somewhere that polluted or damaged the 
environment (including obvious over-fishing, damaging coral reefs, allowing logging 
etc.) (Female, 20). 
It was great to be far away from the usual tourist business in a less developed local 
tourism operator [place] and eat local food (and produce less garbage that way) and 
see pristine environments. We felt very lucky we could stay at the place while there 
were only 2 huts for tourists. It felt very special to be there (Female, 33). 
These responses support my preliminary hypothesis that tourists who chose Marovo Lagoon 
as their destination are motivated by a desire to experience ‘authentic’ tourism experiences in 
‘pristine’ environments.   
The two last questions in the survey were open-ended questions and asked tourists to identify 
both positive and negative experiences of their holiday in Marovo Lagoon. Most responses 
suggested overall positive experiences, with several tourists (n = 10; 45%) stating that there 
were no negative experiences (Figures 6.4 and 6.5). 
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Figure 6.4 reinforces earlier findings that tourists are eager to meet Marovo residents and 
experience the local culture; tourists found their holiday rewarding when these requirements 
were met. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Figure 6.4:  Positive experiences of tourists’ holiday visit: n=22 
 
Some of the specific comments include the following: 	  
The diving was beautiful, so was the snorkelling. I loved meeting the local people, 
and going on the long walk that they regularly do, which we struggled with and they 
excel at doing because they do it so regularly! I loved learning about their culture and 
their history (Female, 18).   
The lodge, staff and facilities were excellent. Well organised and comfortable. We 
had the opportunity to visit many villages and see many of the locals. We really 
enjoyed learning about the culture. Over all a great experience (Male, 69). 
Being away from hordes of tourists (even though we are tourists too!) and having the 
children to play with the locals at Wilderness Lodge” (Male, 29). 
Meeting local people and experiencing local food and experience a different culture.  
(Female, 21). 
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In interviews, tourists spoke about their trip to Marovo Lagoon in positive terms. Most 
informants expressed a desire to return and would recommend Marovo Lagoon to family and 
friends. One informant said she would very much like to come back but was precluded by the 
high cost.  
Figure 6.5, however, demonstrates that some tourists did identify negative experiences of 
their visits. One tourist stated that he would not recommend Marovo Lagoon to family and 
friends for a holiday destination because he did not think the lagoon was ‘ready’ for tourism 
in terms of transport, communication, and accommodation. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Figure 6.5:  Negative experiences of tourists’ holiday visits: n=22 
 
Marovo Lagoon is especially popular amongst divers. But this is an expensive pastime, as 
one tourist noted:  
We earn more than most people back home in Australia but this has turned out to cost 
much more than we expected so I don’t see how people on average salaries can afford 
to go here (Informant during group discussion). 
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Nevertheless, divers will go a long way to dive in waters with rich marine life, as occurs in 
Marovo Lagoon. But for backpackers, Marovo Lagoon is an expensive option, especially 
when a trip to Fiji or Vanuatu is considerably cheaper.  
One tourist used the question about negative experiences to write of her concern for the 
future of Marovo Lagoon in light of tourism and other developments: 	  
It was obvious that with increasing trade and travel to Western style food markets the 
pollution of the island will increase. There are already lots of plastic [bags] lying 
around everywhere. It would be great if local people could get insight into the 
benefits of modern garbage treatment and disposal, as well as the dangers of pollution 
to health and environment (marine debris, intake from birds, fish and marine life, 
return to human end consumer) (Female, 33).	  
In summary, the tourists interviewed for my research project expressed satisfaction with their 
holiday experience. My data have identified that tourists who travel to Marovo Lagoon are 
seeking a destination not yet frequently visited by tourists and wish to be ‘low-impact’ 
tourists. Marovo Lagoon is therefore currently supporting a niche market in tourism which 
comprises tourists who are not motivated by luxury, access to alcohol, Western food and 
electricity but rather by meaningful cultural experiences and to see what tourists perceive as 
‘pristine’ environments. But is this how Marovo residents perceive tourists? 
 
Perceptions of Tourism in Marovo Lagoon: Marovo residents 
Using the recruitment strategy discussed in Chapter 5, a number of Marovo residents were 
interviewed using semi-structured interviews, household interviews and a focus group.  
Marovo residents were eager to discuss tourism and some spoke about the subject in 
passionate terms, stating they were ‘married to tourism’ or that ‘tourism is in my system’. As 
a result of these conversations, local Marovo residents identified:	  
- 19 advantages of tourism	  
- 9 disadvantages of tourism	  
- 12 challenges to tourism development	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Given the limitation of time and space in the presentation of a Master of Philosophy thesis, 
only the most frequently mentioned themes will be discussed (Table 6.1). 
 
Themes Disadvantages Challenges Advantages 
 Disrespect 
local culture 
Lack of 
funding and 
marketing 
Competition 
amongst 
business 
owners over 
few tourists 
Money 
and 
market for 
selling 
crafts and 
crops 
Conservation 
rather than 
logging 
Informants	   	   	   	   √	   √	  
1	   √	   √	   √	   √	   √	  
2	   	   √	   	   √	   √	  
3	   √	   √	   √	   √	   √	  
4	   √	   √	   √	   √	   √	  
5	   	   √	   √	   √	   √	  
6	   	   √	   	   √	   √	  
7	   	   √	   √	   √	   √	  
8	   √	   √	   √	   √	   √	  
9	   √	   	   	   √	   √	  
10	   √	   √	   √	   √	   	  
11	   	   √	   √	   √	   	  
12	   √	   √	   √	   √	   √	  
13	   √	   √	   √	   √	   √	  
14	   √	   √	   √	   √	   √	  
15	   √	   √	   √	   √	   √	  
16	   	   √	   √	   √	   √	  
17	   √	   √	   √	   √	   √	  
18	   	   √	   √	   √	   √	  
19	   √	   √	   √	   √	   √	  
20	   	   √	   √	   √	   √	  
21	   	   √	   	   √	   √	  
22	   	   √	   	   √	   	  
23	   √	   	   	   √	   	  
24	   √	   	   √	   √	   	  
25	   √	   	   √	   √	   	  
26	   √	   	   √	   √	   √	  
27	   √	   	   √	   √	   √	  
28	   	   	   	   √	   √	  
 
Table 6.1: Matrix of themes identified during interviews with locals’ impressions of 
tourism development. 
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Perceived Advantages of Tourism by Marovo Lagoon Respondents 
Marovo residents spoke about tourism in very positive terms. Income was seen as the main 
advantage, with tourists bringing much needed cash to the lagoon, which informants 
postulated could lead to improved living standards and increased mobility. 
You see, most people in Marovo want tourism. They really think about the future, 
with these bungalows. Get visitors, but also get money (Informant 2). 
Why? One reason is because it is a very good income. I guess in our culture, we like 
to welcome people, we are friendly people. So in that case, because it is our culture, 
to socialise and talk to people, be friendly with people so when you look at this 
business [tourism], it suits our life, because we are very friendly people so when you 
build eco-lodges, the aim is for people to come (Informant 8).	  
In addition to perceiving of tourism as an opportunity to bring much desired cash into the 
lagoon, tourism is seen as creating an increased opportunity to sell local produce, such as 
carvings, baskets, necklaces and crops. Carving Shows are displays of craft in which expert 
carvers exhibit their artefacts for tourists. Carvers from many locations in the lagoon come 
together and present their crafts at these shows. But at the time of my research, there were 
few tourists present at these shows and only a few pieces of local produce were sold. 
In this regard, Marovo residents expressed a strong desire for more tourists, as low tourist 
arrivals mean a limited market for selling locally-produced crafts. Marovo Lagoon has many 
experienced carvers but to travel to Honiara to sell carvings is costly and time-consuming.  
Sometime carvers can’t make money [in the lagoon and at the show]. With carvers, it 
depends on the tourist. Some people want to buy and some people just don’t want to 
buy. We need tourist[s]! (Informant 13). 
 It is a big problem. Bilikiki [cruise ship] will come and sometimes we only have one 
or two guests in the lodge, yeah? And sometimes, maybe only one person [will buy]. 
There would be a lot of carvings on display and maybe only one carving sold. So that 
one is a problem, yeah? (Informant 3).	  
Money from carving. Money for community. Money for family (Male, 34, focus 
group).	  
	  
	  
96 
 
The only other opportunity to sell carvings occurs when yachts arrive in Marovo Lagoon, and 
anchor off a village for a few days. When this happens, it is common for residents of nearby 
villages to paddle out to the yacht to sell handicrafts, crops or fish.  
Marovo people, therefore, perceive the main advantage of tourism as the potential to generate 
income, to improve living standards, to pay school fees, build churches, schools, clinics and 
homes, and buy Western goods such as portable DVD players and mobile phones. 
During the focus group held in Chubikopi village, informants wrote down answers 
anonymously in addition to discussing advantages, disadvantages and tourism activities in 
groups. Comments included: 
[Tourists] bring money to the community. Provide opportunity. Help children to learn 
new words in English. Meet new friends. Learn new ways of living, new things etc. 
Bring help to needy, children. Sponsoring school children (Female, 45).	  
[Tourists] help our school and church. Selling locally made door mats, carvings and 
pay for school fees (Female, 45). 
At Uepi Resort, tourists leave behind a donation for local children’s school fees. In addition, 
many residents in Chubikopi village work at Uepi Resort and the resort often sends tourists to 
Chubikopi for a village tour. These tourists often bring equipment for the school and church 
and even help with necessary building repairs. The focus group thus reflected very positive 
sentiments toward tourists, as Chubikopi villagers saw them as bringing great benefits to the 
community and the education of their children. 
Another perceived advantage of tourism was that this industry is low-impact and does not 
‘destroy anything’, in contrast to logging, mining and commercial fishing.  
Mining, logging, and those kind of businesses will not last long. But this one 
[tourism] is forever (Informant 12) 
Because logging cost a lot of destruction. Tourism does not destroy anything. 
Tourists just come and have a look (Informant 4) 
From interviews with Marovo residents it became obvious that tourism is perceived as 
bringing many of the economic benefits that had previously been promised by the logging 
industry, but had failed to materialise. Marovo residents also emphasised that logging has 
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‘spoiled the bush’ with unsustainable logging operations and rusting machinery left in the 
rainforests; 
You see, over there? That’s logging. So after all, now, people are interested in 
tourism because every log is gone and finished. Logging companies have left and 
taken the forest with them and people are realising that tourism is the right industry 
for Marovo (Informant 20). 
Logging just come and rip you open and that’s it and they leave all these rubbish 
things behind. You can prove my story by looking at the old logging sites and see all 
the rusty iron and things lying over there. Logging company has gone back. Very few 
people benefitted. Even some of the landowners did not benefit. It is those middle 
people who benefitted from it (Informant 11) 
Tourism, on the other hand, is perceived as an industry that will bring the economic benefits 
previously anticipated by logging. Tourists will pay to see the rainforest. Through tourism, 
Marovo residents are not only imagining a steady cash flow, but also a direct economic 
benefit from conservation.  
Because they have not spoilt the environment, you know, natural things, like they just 
come and stay, have a look and they go back and they don’t do anything that can be 
doing polluting with the water, spoiling the bush, cutting the land, you know, it is all 
about the logging and things and the fish and all of that, but tourists … are very good 
for Solomon Islands (Informant 14) 
To me it [tourism] is very important because logging just brings destruction and it 
brings a lot of conflict to the people and the environment while tourists, they just 
come and enjoy, look at these things, they don’t want to destroy them, then they give 
you money and then they go back so the thing, tourism is really good. It is a long-
term thing (Informant 9).  
[Tourism is good] because it does not spoil everything. Tourists don’t collect 
anything, they only come to have a look and stay for a holiday. That is what I need, it 
is perfect; they don’t come to spoil everything (Informant 12) 
Thus, tourism is perceived by Marovo residents as solving many of the problems associated 
with the logging industry while at the same time providing long-term employment, a steady 
flow of cash, and environmental protection in Marovo Lagoon. In other words, tourism is 
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perceived as a panacea to Marovo development aspirations. This link between the positive 
benefits of tourism and conservation is discussed in Chapter 7.  
However, Marovo residents also recognised some disadvantages to tourism development. 
Perceived Disadvantages of Tourism Development 
The most commonly occurring negative theme relating to tourism as perceived Marovo 
residents was that tourists may not respect local culture.  
Tourists might disturb the locals and the culture. Our culture… We grow up with our 
culture, our custom, but when tourists come in, normally overseas people, Western 
people come to our village; they disagree with some of our culture (Informant 8). 	  
Tourists visiting Marovo Lagoon are often not aware of cultural and religious restrictions or 
modes of appropriate behaviour in Marovo Lagoon. Most Solomon Islanders are Christian 
and many live by strict religious rules. In interviews, Marovo residents, and particularly those 
of the older generation, expressed concerns that tourists would expect local people to change 
to accommodate tourists’ cultures. These informants emphasised that it is tourists who must 
adapt to Marovo culture. Conversely, younger interviewees believed that Marovo peoples 
should respect the different (potentially more liberal) cultures of the tourists, and accept that 
they might break local rules, for instance wearing revealing clothes in villages.  
Many participants in the Chubikopi focus group would have seen more tourists than most 
Marovo residents because of their proximity to Uepi Resort, and the fact that many 
individuals from Chubikopi work at the resort. Nevertheless, participants in the focus group 
and in particular the village Chief, were concerned about tourists wearing inappropriate 
clothes, such as swimwear and short shorts, drinking alcohol and displaying public affection. 
Some of the written statements from the focus group include: 
When tourists come, they sometimes have no respect for our village like walking 
around naked (Female, 54).	  
No respect. Not knowing our culture or custom (Female 45).	  
Hugging and kissing in public is not part of our culture (Anonymous focus group 
participant). 
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One individual said that Marovo residents enjoyed tourists coming to their village but if 
tourists came for the Sunday church service (which in Chubikopi usually lasts for three 
hours), they should not leave half-way through the service - “church is not for entertainment” 
(Female, 46). If tourists disrupted the church service, locals were concerned that the local 
children would be distracted from the church service. 
Our future generation will be changed by looking at how they wear their dress to 
church. They have no respect (Female, 46).	  
Wearing short pants and disrespectful clothes and drinking alcohol. When attending 
church services we discourage tourists to leave in the middle of service (Female, 45).	  
However, someone else in the focus group said “but we have to respect that tourists might not 
know how to behave and we have to respect their culture as well”. There was considerable 
discussion in the group arising from this statement. The consensus was that tourists should be 
more understanding of local people’s culture. “When in Rome, do as the Romans do” said 
one participants; another responded “And when in Chubikopi, do as we do!”  
In addition, many Marovo residents made a distinction between what behaviour was expected 
of the tourist in a village compared to behaviour in a resort. It was emphasised that, when at 
the resort, tourists did not have to follow the same rules as they would in a village. Many 
understood that tourists have a different culture from theirs and that tourists could drink 
alcohol and wear swim wear if they were not staying in a village. 
Perceived Challenges to Tourism Development 
One of the main challenges to tourism development perceived by Marovo residents was the 
lack of marketing. Informants were frustrated by the low number of tourists coming to 
Marovo Lagoon and expressed a wish that more tourists would know about their tourism 
businesses. As a result, informants frequently spoke of the need for more ‘marketing’. A 
desire for ‘webpages' and ‘brochures’ was expressed by most interviewees. There are few 
effective ways of marketing for locally-run tourism businesses in Marovo Lagoon due to lack 
of internet access and reliable phone reception. As a result, Uepi and Wilderness are in a 
position to dominate the advertising market and they have sophisticated webpages and online 
booking systems. Although locally-run businesses strive to market themselves in the same 
way, they are rarely successful in doing so.	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Marketing problems. It is hard for us to let people know about the lodges here and it 
is very expensive to advertise through the Visitors Bureau or Solomon Airlines. Not 
having internet is also making things hard (Informant 5). 
There are problems marketing, white people don’t know this place. That is very hard 
for us (Informant 1).	  
As marketing options are limited, local business owners in Marovo Lagoon are reliant on 
word-of-mouth, repeat visitors, or organising accommodation with tourists who are already in 
Marovo Lagoon. Occasionally bookings are made through the SIVB. But marketing through 
the SIVB requires the business owner to pay a fee for every visitor, and to maintain and 
undertake repairs on their lodges. As some businesses rarely have any visitors at all, it is hard 
to pay for marketing and reinvest money into the business as required. Many informants were 
under the impression that if only tourists knew about their lodge, they would simply come.  
One eco-lodge owner has built a second lodge, believing that by having more accommodation 
he would attract more visitors, despite the fact he rarely had any visitors for his single lodge. 
In general, therefore, eco-lodge owners and Marovo people generally do not see a problem 
with the tourism product in itself, only with the ability to let people know of the existence of 
their businesses. 
Marovo residents also expressed frustration with lack of funding and other support from the 
government or other agencies. Funding is needed to help build lodges, to make repairs to 
existing lodges, to develop marketing, or to buy necessary infrastructure, such as outboard 
motors and solar panels. As discussed in Chapter 3, some of the first eco-lodges in Marovo 
Lagoon were built with funds from WWF, NZODA and the World Heritage Program. More 
recently, lodges have been built locally, with help from friends and family. The Ministry of 
Tourism requires aspiring tourism business owners to build a lodge before applying for 
funding, so in practice lodge owners may only receive reimbursement for money they have 
already spent, and then only if their application is successful. Consequently, prospective 
tourism business owners use their own funds to establish their businesses without any 
guarantee that they will be reimbursed by government or any guarantee that they will receive 
visitors. One informant had already spent $SBD 20 000 ($AUD7500) to pay for materials for 
the lodge he was planning. This highlights that even though the National Government claims 
to encourage tourism development in rural areas, Marovo residents do not feel that the 
government is sufficiently supportive of their wish to participate in the tourism industry. 	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My intention is, I want to build a lodge - I don’t like the loggers in Marovo Lagoon, 
but that is the problem ,… I don’t have money to start (Informant 12).	  
As a result, many informants were frustrated by the government and the few visits made by 
SIVB.	  
The problem here is with the government. You know, the National Government. We 
feel that they are supposed to fund the locals, unfortunately they have not done that 
(Informant 12).	  
One eco-lodge owner had his application for funding to buy a boat and outboard motor 
approved by the Ministry of Tourism. However, he needed a signature from his Member of 
Parliament to finalise the grant. However, this MP was reluctant to sign the invoice. The eco-
lodge owner indicated that the Member of Parliament was reluctant to sign because they were 
not wantoks and no bribe had been offered to the politician.  
You know, some of the problems we are facing, when we go to the Ministry of 
Tourism, people who work in the Ministry – they want us to bribe them! For 
example, if you are working at the Ministry and I want assistance from you, you get 
paid for that job however you also want us to pay you (Informant 12). 
This informant was not the only person who implied that corruption was a problem. Several 
people reported being completely reliant on signatures of important individuals in 
government positions to have their funding approved and their expenses reimbursed. 
Consequently, the perception was that approval required forms of payment to senior 
individuals. However, if a tourism business owner did not have the funds for payment or did 
not have a wantok relationship with the senior person, he was unlikely to be able to access 
funding granted by the Ministry of Tourism. 	  
They say, give me $100 and I will release the form. So you see, people don’t get 
assistance. Because they don’t have money, if you have money – oh yeah, ok! Sign 
this form for me! (Informant 12).	  
Another problem identified by informants was that there was little effort by eco-lodge 
business aspirants to work together. Interviewees referred to ‘the Solomon way’ as people 
helping each other. But due to the lack of tourists and a surplus of tourism businesses, 
Marovo people saw each other as competition. The statement below illustrates this point: 
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Another thing is that people who own the lodge, they do not work together but they 
should work together and they could send tourists to different lodges and the thing is 
… maybe they are selfish. They should send people to each lodge (Informant 3).	  
Some informants suggested that profits from tourism businesses were sometimes not 
redistributed equitably amongst villagers or between people involved within specific 
businesses. As a result, some informants, especially women, felt that tourism brought an 
increasing workload (for example in gardening and/or food preparation) but said that they 
were not compensated for this activity (see also Love 2006).  
Perceptions of tourism-generated inequities have increased conflict in communities and 
generated reluctance by some to receive tourists. Additionally, as the expatriate-owned 
tourism businesses in Marovo Lagoon have a steady influx of tourists; Marovo residents 
expressed antagonism towards these expatriates. When asked about whether these expatriate 
run businesses should help locally-run businesses, most Marovo residents said “yes, 
absolutely”.  
They [Uepi] said they would help but that is only words. It is a big problem, yeah? It 
is very hard because people in Europe and Australia don’t know about my lodge. That 
is the main problem (Informant 1). 
Summary 
Throughout this research project I have explored the perceptions of tourism by Marovo 
residents, tourists and the National Government. My data show that these perceptions of 
tourism are conflicting and the informant groups have different visions for the future of 
tourism in Marovo Lagoon. There is a clear disconnect between the tourism market Marovo 
Lagoon is attracting and the tourism market Marovo residents and the National Government 
are eager to attract. My data have highlighted that Marovo residents see tourism as economic 
growth and as solving issues currently associated with the logging industry. This observation 
demonstrates that Marovo residents themselves regard tourism as an alternative to extractive 
industries, with promising long-term economic gain and environmentally friendly impacts.  
My data also show that Marovo residents see few limitations to tourism development, 
although they have identified several challenges, such as competition between tourism 
operators, corruption, lack of appropriate marketing and insufficient support from the 
National Government. These observations will be further discussed in the next chapter.  
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Chapter 7:  Discussion 
 
Introduction 
Tourism development is currently seen as a way for Indigenous peoples to face socio-
economic, environmental and cultural challenges (Butler & Hinch 2007; Hall 2007; Harrison 
2003, 2008; Sharpley 2009; Zapata et al. 2011). Tourism is offered as a viable development 
strategy in which Indigenous peoples are regarded as having an advantage in the tourism 
industry due to their unique cultures and environments (Notzke 2004; Zeppel 2006). As both 
sustainable development and ecotourism place heavy emphasis on community participation, 
Indigenous peoples are becoming more closely connected to the tourism industry than they 
have been previously (Zeppel 2006:1). Anthropologists have thus become concerned with 
investigating whether tourism is indeed a viable development strategy for small-scale 
societies eager to become part of the global cash economy (Butler & Hinch 1996, 2007; Erb 
2004; Stronza 2001; Stronza & Gordillo 2008; Walley 2004; West 2006). Recent 
anthropological enquiries into Indigenous tourism have challenged the belief that tourism is 
the ‘passport’ to macroeconomic development and environmental protection for developing 
countries (Buckley 2012; de Kadt 1979; Stronza & Gordillo 2008). My study contributes to 
this discourse.  
Due to the complexities involved in implementing tourism projects in host communities 
where local cultures are inherently different from the cultural context in which development 
projects are designed, unintentional negative impacts can occur and create challenges for 
implementation of these developments (Foale 2001; Picard 1990; Vickers 1997; Walley 
2004; West 2006). Common impacts of tourism include: inflation; commodification; 
acculturation; drug use; prostitution; land disputes; and loss of cultural identity 
(Haralambopolous & Pizam 1996; Stronza 2001; Stronza & Gordillo 2008). Conflicting value 
systems of those involved in tourism activities are often characteristic of attempts to 
implement tourism in rural communities (Erb 2004; Sillitoe 2002; West 2006). For example, 
anthropologists have argued that what is perceived by tourism promoters as ‘development’ 
and ‘conservation’ may be viewed differently by host communities (Bird-David 1990; 
Brosius 1997; Redford & Stearman 1993; Sillitoe 2002; West 2006). The motivations of 
those promoting tourism as a panacea for economic development and conservation are, 
therefore, often perceived differently by stakeholders involved in tourism activities (Redford 
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& Stearman 1993; West 2006). My research findings support this observation and I discuss 
my results in this regard in this chapter. 
While ENGOs often perceive of conservation as a primary advantage of tourism 
development, host communities are more likely to regard improved living standards and 
enhanced infrastructure as the main benefits (Walley 2004; West 2006). These conflicting 
ideas often have consequences for the realisation of benefits associated with tourism from 
host communities’ perspectives (Hviding & Bayliss-Smith 2000; Vickers 1997; West 2006). 
Even though some tourism approaches, such as ecotourism, have been designed to channel 
benefits from tourism directly to host communities, they have in many instances failed to 
achieve this goal (Honey 2008; Jones 2005; Scheyvens 1999; Stronza & Gordillo 2008; 
Weaver 2001). My research confirms this conclusion, and aims to contribute to the wider 
anthropological debate regarding tourism as a viable development strategy for rural small-
scale communities. 
In comparison with research undertaken by Juvik (1992), this study found considerable 
interest in tourism in Marovo Lagoon, despite no increase in tourist arrivals in recent years. 
In relation to this observation, this study has examined the following questions:   
1) What are the motivating factors for increased interest in tourism in Marovo Lagoon?; and  
2) What are the perceived opportunities for and limitations to tourism development in 
Marovo Lagoon?  
This chapter answers these questions by elaborating on and interpreting results derived from 
ethnographic research and situates these results in literature. In particular, I focus on three 
main themes that developed during research: 
A) perceptions of tourism in Marovo Lagoon;  
B) perceived limitations of tourism; and; 
C) tourism as a perceived panacea for development and conservation in Marovo Lagoon.  
First I review how perceptions of Marovo residents differ from those of tourists and the 
National Government. For instance, while the National Government and Marovo residents 
desire tourism development on a large-scale, based on a vision of an increase in tourist 
arrivals, the Marovo Lagoon tourism product appeals only to a small niche market in the 
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tourism industry. This niche market comprises mainly ecotourists and dive tourists searching 
for pristine destinations not yet associated with tourism. Relying on this niche market will not 
fulfil aspirations for large-scale tourism envisioned by the National Government and Marovo 
residents. 
In the second part of this chapter, I identify key limitations to tourism development in 
Marovo Lagoon. Due to the conflicting perceptions of tourism in Marovo Lagoon and lack of 
tourist arrivals, perceived benefits of tourism have not yet materialised. As traditional forms 
of social relations still operate in Marovo Lagoon, such as the wantok system (Nanau 2011; 
Renzio 1999), and shared ownership of land and sea, distribution of income from tourism has 
been challenging for Marovo tourism business owners. I analyse research findings related to 
the distribution of profits from tourism. These findings demonstrate that unequal profit-
sharing is associated with local land and resource disputes. These observations are further 
applied to host communities’ perceptions of tourism. 
Finally I discuss how the ways in which ENGOs’ and other conservationists’ promotion of 
tourism as a viable economic alternative to logging, has profoundly impacted Marovo 
residents’ perceptions of the industry. Essentially, environmental organisations have 
promoted tourism opportunities as environmentally ‘ideal’, with the primary aim to 
encourage conservation in Marovo Lagoon rather than to generate economic opportunity. In 
contrast, Marovo residents desire primarily economic benefits from tourism, which marks an 
important difference between the motivations of promoters of tourism and those of Marovo 
residents. I argue that the extensive promotion of tourism as conservation in Marovo Lagoon 
has been executed without appropriate regard for:  
i) the development aspirations of Marovo residents;  
ii) the potential limitations of the tourism industry in Marovo; and 
iii) the market demand for tourism, and the appropriateness of this activity for Marovo 
Lagoon.  
Through an analysis of these three themes, I establish that the main actors involved in the 
tourism industry in Marovo Lagoon have conflicting motivations for tourism, which has 
significant implications for the future development of a tourism industry in Marovo Lagoon. 
This argument informs the anthropological debate regarding the problematic aspects of 
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promoting tourism as a development strategy in small-scale societies without regard for the 
appropriateness of the tourism industry in particular cultural and geographical contexts. 
 
Perceptions of tourism in Marovo Lagoon 
 Tourists  
As discussed in Chapter 4, New Moral Tourists often seek tourist destinations where they are 
likely to experience the ‘backstage’ of the tourism destination (Butcher 2003, 2006; Crick 
1989; Johnston 2005; Stronza 2001). Such tourists are motivated by perceptions that remote 
places are more ‘authentic’ than those frequently visited by tourists (Honey 2008). Instead of 
travelling to popular tourist destinations on package tours and staying at large tourist hotels, 
the New Moral Tourist seeks destinations not yet associated with tourism (Honey 2008:12).  
Tourists travelling to Marovo Lagoon are in many ways motivated by the same factors as 
New Moral Tourists. Surveys and interviews with current and recent tourists to Marovo 
Lagoon found that most tourists saw interaction with local communities and learning about 
other cultures as the most positive aspect of their visit. Some also expressed concerns for the 
future of Marovo Lagoon due to large-scale logging and consequent environmental impacts. 
These findings suggest that tourists in Marovo Lagoon are interested in low-impact tourism 
that respects local cultures and environments (Sherman & Dixon 1991). Tourists in Marovo 
Lagoon can, therefore, be characterised as coming from the explorer market, a specialised 
niche market within the tourism industry (Carter et al. 2007).  
Tourists travelling to Marovo Lagoon differ from mass tourists seeking fashionable tourist 
destinations, luxury facilities, popular tourist attractions, privacy, access to alcohol and 
Western foods (Carrier & West 2004; Honey 2008; Sharpley 2009:). Ecotourists travelling to 
Marovo Lagoon expect the opposite, and this ultimately informs their search for authenticity 
(Carrier & West 2004; McCarthy 2012). Therefore, even though the local tourism product in 
Marovo Lagoon is undeveloped, with basic accommodation (some lacking flushing toilets 
and shower facilities), and often poor levels of customer service, the tourists I interviewed did 
not indicate that the quality and type of accommodation was a major concern for them. 
Instead, the most important factor for most survey participants was to meet and interact with 
members of the communities. This again characterises the tourists travelling to Marovo 
Lagoon as part of the explorer market. 
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Contrary to Rojek’s (1997) argument that the ‘quest of authenticity’ is of declining 
importance to tourists, my thesis follows McCarthy’s (2012:7) argument that “authenticity 
remains a salient issue” in tourists’ motivations when choosing holiday destinations. My 
results suggest that the search for authenticity and ‘pristine’ environments is important to the 
tourists travelling to Marovo Lagoon. Tourists who are willing to embark on challenging, 
long and expensive journeys to remote areas must have compelling reasons for doing so 
(McCarthy 2012:5). Instead of searching for an inexpensive break from everyday life, tourists 
who travel to Marovo Lagoon search for meaningful experiences through interactions with 
Marovo residents. However, if Marovo Lagoon were to attract other types of tourists, such as 
mass tourists, different expectations regarding quality of accommodation, service and food 
would likely occur.  
As discussed in Chapter 4, ecotourists, and ecotourism development strategies generally, 
emerged largely in response to the perceived negative impacts of mass tourism (Butcher 
2003; Castro & Nielson 2001; Holden 2003). While mass tourism may be accused of 
destroying and degrading both cultural and natural environments, ecotourists are perceived as 
being conscious of minimising impacts on host communities (Fennel 2008; Holden 2003; 
Sharpley 2009). As a consequence, ecotourists and mass tourists are often portrayed in 
anthropological literature as opposites; the literature suggests, for example that while 
ecotourists are prepared to sleep in basic accommodation and eat local food, because it is 
deemed a more ‘authentic’ tourist experience, mass tourists are likely to have different 
desires and demands (Sherman & Dixon 1991; Weaver 2001:106). In Marovo Lagoon, the 
access to alcohol, Western style food, and quality accommodation expected by mass tourists 
can only be found at Uepi Resort and Wilderness Lodge, and even here standards might be 
unsatisfactory to some mass tourists. As the tourism market in Marovo Lagoon currently 
caters for ecotourists and dive tourists, the introduction of mass tourism would require 
extensive upgrading of existing accommodation and infrastructure facilities, improved 
customer service, and the introduction of other luxuries associated with traditional mass 
tourism.  
Due to limited experience with mass tourism, most Marovo residents would be unprepared 
for the changes required by this form of tourism. However, by exploring perceptions of 
Marovo residents and the National Government, it is apparent that the tourism aspirations in 
Solomon Islands exceed attraction of ecotourists and dive tourists. The National Government 
is particularly eager to see mass tourism throughout Solomon Islands.  
108 
 
National Government 
The Solomon Islands National Government is highly optimistic in regards to tourism 
development. As discussed in Chapters 3 and 6, the government has maintained great 
expectations regarding tourism development since the 1980s, when the industry came to be 
regarded as a possible development strategy for the nation. Mr Barney Sivoro, Director of 
Tourism (pers. comm. Oct. 2013) emphasised the dedication of the government to fund and 
support local business owners to achieve the government’s tourism goals. Owing to the 
government’s prediction that tourism will replace logging as the backbone of the National 
economy, it is tourism development on a large-scale that is desired in Solomon Islands. Mass 
tourism is expected to bring substantial numbers of visitors to Solomon Islands, and 
consequent increase in foreign contributions to both local and National economies. Such 
optimism, however, is unrealistic.  
As discussed in Chapter 3, the National Government’s tourism development goals are 
unrealistic owing to low tourist arrivals and limited contributions by the tourism industry to 
Gross Domestic Product, the slow development of tourism in Solomon Islands and the failure 
to meet prior tourism development goals. The Anuha Island Resort, Lauvi Lagoon and Vanua 
Rapita case studies discussed in Chapter 3 demonstrate the complex problems with 
implementing tourism in Solomon Islands. These failed attempts, and the reputation of 
extensive corruption throughout the country, have made other countries reluctant to invest in 
the Solomon Islands tourism industry (Kabutaulaka 2000; Sofield 2003).  
Due to low contributions to the National economy; inconsistencies between tourism 
aspirations and the tourism market, the lack of investment, lack of appropriate infrastructure, 
and the existence of very few successful tourist businesses, there are few indications that 
tourism will develop in the fashion predicted by the National Government. Furthermore, 
given that the majority of successful tourism ventures throughout the country are expatriate-
owned or funded, National Government policies and plans designed to promote tourism are 
unlikely to benefit local rural communities to the extent envisioned by the government, or by 
local communities, such as Marovo Lagoon.   
This observation is important, as the view of the National Government has implications for 
the signals sent to local communities throughout the country. The National Government’s 
optimistic attitude towards tourism has been adopted by Marovo residents, but my research 
shows that National and local optimism has, perhaps, come prematurely.  
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Marovo residents 
Marovo residents, like their National counterparts, express high hopes for the development of 
mass tourism in Marovo Lagoon. In exploring Marovo residents’ perceptions of tourism, my 
research has established that there has been a significant change in how Marovo residents 
have perceived tourism over recent years. Juvik’s (1992) survey concluded that only 20% of 
Marovo residents regarded tourism as an appropriate development strategy and that most 
villagers had considerable concerns regarding impacts on local culture and kastom. In 
contrast, 100% of the Marovo informants interviewed for my research regarded tourism as a 
valuable industry for Marovo Lagoon. Many informants were even passionate, emotional and 
excited when expressing their visions of the positive changes tourism could bring. At the 
same time, the majority of informants stated that, so far, they had not seen the benefits they 
envisioned from tourism. Instead, Marovo residents observe tourists passing by their villages 
in motorised boats, on their way to either Uepi Resort or Wilderness Lodge while their own 
eco-lodges remain empty. 
Despite these obstacles, Marovo people envision a tourism development model that enables 
them to control, operate and benefit from tourism activity in the lagoon. These findings are 
consistent with those of Carter et al. (2007:119), who found significant local interest in 
tourism, coupled with concern that only a few local people benefit from the industry. 
However, even though research undertaken by Carter et al. (2007) found positive perceptions 
of tourism in Marovo Lagoon, it does not assess the underlying motivations for these 
perceptions. Hviding & Bayliss-Smith (2000:314), on the other hand, address this issue and 
point to the extensive promotion of tourism as sustainable development by outside agents 
such as the New Zealand Government, WWF and World Heritage. This promotion, they 
argue, is one the main contributors to the increased building of eco-lodges throughout the 
lagoon in recent years. These observations are supported by my research. 
As a result of interviews and discussions with Marovo residents, I have established that 
Marovo residents see economic benefits as the predominant advantage of tourism. People 
expect to see such benefits coming from an expected constant flow of tourists willing to pay 
for boat transfers, accommodation, food, activities such as diving, snorkelling, and visiting 
World War II sites, and purchasing local wood carvings and other artefacts. Money thus 
generated would be used to pay for school fees, materials for constructing and maintaining 
buildings such as homes, schools and churches, and to increase the general purchasing 
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capacity of Marovo residents. Tourism is viewed as employment creation for those directly 
involved in the tourism industry, for people involved in making and selling handicrafts, and 
for those selling food such as fish, vegetables and fruit to tourism businesses.  
Marovo residents are not alone in primarily imagining economic benefits from tourism. 
Anthropological investigations into the place of tourism in small-scale societies highlight that 
host communities regularly expect significant economic benefits from the tourism industry 
(Foale 2001; Látková & Vogt 2012; Walley 2004; West 2006; Zapata et al. 2011).  
In Marovo Lagoon, tourism is also seen as a form of development that will bring improved 
living standards and infrastructure, thereby enhancing mobility, education, health services 
and transportation. However, as West (2006) argues, the term ‘development’ is highly 
ambiguous. For instance, when NGOs and rural communities work together on tourism 
projects, with the primary aim of promoting ‘development’, the projects often fail due to the 
contrasting perceptions of what constitutes ‘development’ in the minds of the different 
stakeholders (cf. Sillitoe 2002; Walley 2004; West 2006). West (2006) describes how the 
Maimafu of Papua New Guinea burnt down their eco-lodges in protest when they did not 
receive what they perceived as ‘development’ from a tourism-as-conservation project 
initiated by an ENGO. Contrasting motivations for engaging in tourism activity can clearly 
have significant implications for successful implementation and execution of tourism 
projects. 
Having established that Marovo residents envision that many economic benefits will flow 
from tourism, it is interesting to note that Marovo residents did not recognise many negative 
consequences of the development of tourism for their villages. This observation is contrary to 
Juvik’s (1992) findings, which emphasised that in the early 1990s, residents raised significant 
concerns about the development of tourism. 
 
Perceived limitations of tourism 
Even though Marovo residents describe tourism in almost exclusively positive terms, conflict 
and challenges were also a feature tourism in Marovo Lagoon.  
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Local tourism ventures 
The local resort owners at Matekuri were overwhelmingly positive about tourism. However, 
while the owner of Matekuri did not raise concerns about tourism, the Chief in Tibara, who is 
also the owner of an ecotourism venture, was concerned about visitors’ revealing clothing 
and alcohol consumption. Other negatives of tourism voiced by Marovo residents included 
potential impacts of tourists on local culture and traditions. This was also a prominent 
concern found in previous surveys (Burns 1996; Juvik 1992). Due to religious restrictions, 
Marovo residents are particularly apprehensive about the behaviour of tourists and possible 
cultural changes that they could bring. 
Such concerns were strongly voiced by Chubikopi villagers participating in the focus group. 
Chubikopi has hosted village tours for three decades and has therefore accumulated more 
experience in dealing with tourists compared to other villages. The focus group highlighted 
concerns about alcohol consumption, inappropriate clothing, public demonstrations of 
affection, and the adverse signals these actions could send to children. 
This perception of tourism is similar to early anthropological approaches to tourism, which 
viewed tourists as agents of change (Nash 1989; Nash & Smith 1991; Smith 1989). 
Acculturation, consumerism and commodification as a result of tourism were and still are a 
concern voiced by many tourism researchers. For instance, Taylor (1995:489) notes that a 
fisherman turned waiter in Costa Brava stated: “you can safely say we’ve sold ourselves” 
when commenting on becoming involved in the tourism industry. However, other researchers 
point to the resilience of local cultures and that host communities often engage in what 
MacCannel (1984) has termed ‘reconstructing ethnicity’. Instead of adopting Western culture, 
locals ‘play the native’ to satisfy tourists’ expectations for the host community’s own gain 
(Cohen 1979:18).  
This revelation that host communities are aware that tourists search for authenticity and 
exotic stereotypes, and exploit these observations to their own advantage, highlights that local 
communities are not ‘passive victims’ of a tourism dynamic (Chambers 1999:x; Zeppel 
2006:2). As tourists are eager to access the ‘backstage’ of local communities, host 
communities are often willing to provide tourists with experiences that suggest they are 
located in the ‘back stage’ of village life (Goffman 1959, MacCannel 1976, 1984, Urry 1990, 
1992).  
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While early accounts refer to the extensive ‘handling strategy’ used on tourists by Marovo 
residents (Hviding 1996, 2003), no evidence of ‘playing the native’ was observed during my 
fieldwork; on the contrary, I observed an eagerness amongst Marovo peoples to be involved 
with tourists and engage in cross-cultural interactions. Therefore, despite stated concerns 
regarding the acculturation that tourism might bring, the benefits of tourism were perceived 
to outweigh any potential and actual limitations. But does this positive attitude towards 
tourism make Marovo Lagoon a unique case study, considering the negative accounts of 
tourism which characterise much anthropological research on tourism? And are there 
important reasons for this enthusiastic attitude towards tourism in Marovo Lagoon?  
As discussed above, a potential reason why Marovo residents perceive few consequences of 
tourism may be because they have never experienced the impacts high visitor numbers could 
bring. Low numbers enables Marovo residents to better manage tourists, including having 
time to speak with them individually to explain local expectations regarding behaviour in the 
village and at church. Tourist destinations attracting higher numbers of visitors cannot 
maintain such oversight and engagement between guests and hosts, which is a relationship 
often sought by ecotourists (Cater & Lowman 1994; Honey 2008; Sharpley 2009). While 
ethnographic observations demonstrate that Marovo residents see more benefits than 
limitations of tourism development, it does not necessarily indicate that tourism development 
is occurring optimally. Instead, at the time of my research, several problems regarding 
tourism had started to emerge.  
Distribution of profits 
Even though it was not emphasised as a limitation of tourism by Marovo residents during 
interviews, participant observation in villages in which I undertook research demonstrated 
that the lack of perceived benefits from tourism is provoking frustration amongst several 
Marovo residents not directly involved in tourism ventures. In the worst cases, unequal 
participation had led to land disputes and inter-tribal disagreements. For example, lack of co-
operation and continuing disagreements between local and expatriate business owners has 
recently resulted in direct conflicts including sabotaging of the airstrip on Gatokae Island, 
discussed in Chapter 3. The fact that Marovo residents spoke about these problems, but not in 
relation to questions regarding limitations of tourism, shows that these conflicts are not seen 
as a direct consequence of the tourism industry, but rather of an inability for local and 
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expatriate tourism business owners to co-operate to achieve a common goal of attracting 
tourists to Marovo Lagoon.  
Other problems identified during interviews included the high cost of water transportation; 
lack of government funding to maintain and build eco-lodges, lack of appropriate 
infrastructure, limited access to the market and marketing opportunities, and unequal 
distribution of profits. The latter issue is particularly important as only a few tourist facilities 
in Marovo Lagoon benefit significantly from tourism, (i.e. Uepi Resort, Wilderness Lodge 
and Matekuri). In addition, Marovo women, who produce food and provide services for 
tourists, feel that they should be appropriately compensated for their time, work and crops 
(Love 2006). However, profits from tourism are not always distributed equally; they are often 
retained by the head of the family or the Chief.  
Due to the wantok system, which I reviewed in Chapter 2, profits are often immediately 
distributed to relatives who are not necessarily involved in the tourism business, in 
accordance with kinship and wantok obligations. This means that profits are often not re-
invested into the tourism business nor are they invested in the village as a whole. As a result, 
it is often only those relatives who actively ask for a share of the profits who benefit from the 
tourism business. When this occurs, the customary wantok system and the modern monetary 
system, brought in by industries such as logging and tourism, clash, leading to an unequal 
distribution of capital and benefits. Mansperger (1995) demonstrated this problem in his 
research among the Yapese, which showed that as the Chief was not sharing profits from 
tourism, community spirit declined and people became reluctant to share with other 
community members. Similarly, Vickers (1997) has shown that local tourism operators in 
Equador were accused of being motivated by personal gain instead of the welfare of the rest 
of the community and as a result, tourism contributed to both local conflict and changed 
social stratification. 
These observations demonstrate challenges that can occur when tourism is implemented in a 
cultural context that is deeply grounded in reciprocity and collectiveness, as occurs in 
Marovo Lagoon (Hviding 1996). As the modern monetary system promotes individual wealth 
collection, a direct conflict with traditional forms of collective ownership and reciprocal 
exchanges occurs when tourist dollars are not shared in accordance with custom, and this  
may lead to wealth stratification and disputes in local communities (Mansperger 1995). 
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In Marovo Lagoon, profit distribution was observed as problematic due to a complicated 
system of exchange and obligations (wantok), gender roles, and leadership issues. For 
example, in Tibara, the eco-lodge is owned and operated by the Chief and some members of 
his extended family. But wantok system obligations have created significant challenges for 
the Tibara eco-lodge as any profits from tourism are often immediately distributed to 
relatives. There has therefore been limited opportunity to reinvest profits into the business 
and the village eco-lodge has, as a result, deteriorated. Furniture and equipment, including 
linen and mosquito nets, have not been replaced for many years. As profits are not saved or 
re-invested into Tibara’s tourism business, maintaining the eco-lodge and preparing for 
incoming tourists is challenging. Nevertheless, despite these concerns all interview 
informants from Tibara stressed the positive benefits that they believed would come from 
growth in tourism.  
Matekuri, which is owned and operated by a local Marovo family, had another way of 
dealing with the distribution of profits. As many wantoks asked for economic assistance from 
Matekuri’s owner, for instance for school fees, the owner requested that before his wantoks 
could receive a share in the profits of the business, relatives would need to assist in the 
maintenance of the resort facilities. As a result, these reciprocal exchanges have endured and 
render the Matekuri mode of distributing profits more effective and equitable than those 
operating in Tibara.  
Chubikopi Resthouse has yet another system for sharing profits. The Resthouse is a 
community-owned business where decisions are made collectively and the manager is elected 
by the community. Chubikopi families take turns selling their fresh garden produce to the 
Resthouse and are employed on a roster basis for cooking, cleaning and maintenance. 
Because of the community basis for management at Chubikopi, there are no wantoks to claim 
a share of the profits. The community has voted for profits to be used for medical 
emergencies involving villagers. As a result, positive attitudes toward tourism were voiced by 
all Chubikopi interviewees, who felt they could benefit from tourism as a whole community. 
However, due to the limited arrival of tourists, profits from tourism are still very limited.  
These three different approaches to profit-sharing arising from tourism in Marovo Lagoon 
demonstrate that, despite different experiences with the tourism industry, perceptions remain 
predominantly positive. Despite the challenges experienced with respect to incorporating the 
115 
 
tourism industry into traditional forms of resource sharing in Marovo Lagoon, enthusiasm for 
tourism remains.  
This observation can be compared to the arguments put forward by Andereck & Vogt (2000) 
who demonstrate that local residents are often aware of the potential negative impacts of 
tourism, but still maintain support for tourism development (Andereck & Vogt 2000:34-35). 
They argue that negative perceptions of tourism may have little effect on residents’ support 
for tourism development. Although this is true for the situation in Marovo Lagoon today, it 
has not always been this way. Early surveys of Marovo perceptions of tourism (Juvik 1992) 
clearly demonstrated that negative perceptions of tourism had a profound impact on Marovo 
residents’ negative attitudes towards tourism in the past. Considering the autonomy Marovo 
residents maintain over their islands and natural resources, it is likely that if they are faced 
with additional negative impacts of tourism, and particularly from the cumulative negative 
impacts of mass tourism, support could decrease.  
App & Crompton (1993) argue that host communities’ reactions to tourism impacts pass 
through four stages: embracement; tolerance; adjustment; and withdrawal. Similarly, Doxey’s 
(1975) model of Index of Tourist Irritation suggests that host communities pass through 
predictable stages of reactions to tourism impacts. He argues that when faced with more 
negative impacts than benefits of tourism, host communities are likely to react with 
aggression and antagonism towards tourists. Doxey’s (1975) model would indicate that 
Marovo residents would react violently towards tourists if tourism impacts outweights 
benefits, and even though I recognise that Marovo residents may become less enthusiastic 
about tourism if faced with additional negative impacts of the industry, I do not have any data 
that would support this theory. However, if Marovo Lagoon were to experience significant 
tourism growth in the future, the possibility of violence as suggested by Doxey (1975), 
should be monitored and investigated further.  
I find App's (1992) & Pearce's (1982) notion of viewing host communities’ perceptions of 
tourism in terms of social exchange theory more relevant than the Tourism Irritation model 
with respect to tourism activity in Marovo Lagoon, and a better explanation for exchanges 
between tourists and locals in Marovo Lagoon. App & Pearce argue that the social 
interactions between hosts and guests are instrumental in determining host communities’ 
perceptions of tourism and posit that it is often large cultural differences between tourists and 
host communities that shape negative perceptions of tourism for both hosts and guests. This 
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model can be applied to the case of Marovo as my data, predominantly those results from 
Chubikopi, where there is considerable interactions between Western tourists and local 
people who provide tourism services in both an expatriate-run resort and in a village stay 
resthouse. These data demonstrate that some Chubikopi residents are concerned that tourists 
may influence the younger generation in a negative way that might lead to reluctance by the 
older generation to interact with tourists in the future should tourist arrivals increase. Such a 
view was also expressed, albeit less often, in other parts of the lagoon (see especially my 
results from Tibara). 
The social exchange theory outlined by App & Pearce is closely connected to the idea of the 
tourism system (Cooper & Hall; Mill & Morrison 2009) as it indicates that if the social 
exchange between hosts and guests is asymmetrical, for instance if the tourism producers and 
tourism service providers have different perceptions of tourism (App 1992), the tourism 
system will be incomplete and consequently will generate negative impacts instead of 
benefits. This is further supported by Cooper & Hall (2008) discussion of tourism 
destinations that are difficult to access and are therefore disadvantaged in the tourism 
industry. Cooper & Hall (2008) argue that such geographically remote tourism destinations 
are often poorly supported by the tourism system because of their isolation. Given the 
conflicting perceptions of tourism, and the inaccessibility of Marovo Lagoon, the model of 
the tourism system and the geographical system of tourism provides a useful contextualizing 
framework for a discussion of why tourism is yet to succeed in this area. Applied to Marovo 
Lagoon, the geographical tourism model indicates that the lagoon is disadvantaged in the 
tourism industry due to the inaccessibility of the area and the lack of appropriate 
infrastructure to support a large influx of tourists. Not only does this provide us with a 
possible explanation as to why few tourists are travelling to Marovo Lagoon but also points 
to barrier to tourism development in Marovo Lagoon that can be addressed by the National 
Government via an improvement in airline access to the regional provinces and other 
infrastructure improvements 
The situation in Marovo Lagoon is also consistent with the model proposed by Allen et al. 
(1993) which argues that rural communities with low economic activity and low tourism 
development will have high expectations of tourism and potential economic benefits to 
communities. Allen et al. (1993) argue that rural communities with low economic activity 
and high tourism development are often discouraged from participating in the tourism 
industry because the perceived benefits of tourism have not materialised. When applied to 
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Marovo Lagoon, this model implies that if tourist arrivals increase but economic benefits do 
not, Marovo residents will become increasingly reluctant to participate in the tourism 
industry. Marovo residents are members of a rural community with low economic activity 
and low tourism development. According to Allen et al.’s model, Marovo residents should 
have a positive attitude towards tourism whilst tourism numbers remain low. This was indeed 
the case in my research. Marovo Lagoon is, therefore, not unique in this regard, but can be 
compared to other small-scale communities facing economic change due to the decline in 
industries such as logging (Brosius 1997, 1999; West 2006). However, even though the 
model developed by Allen et al. (1993) provides a framework for understanding rural 
residents’ attitudes towards tourism development, there are several other factors that come 
into play in understanding the perceptions of tourism in Marovo Lagoon, particularly when 
tourism is promoted as an environmentally friendly economic alternative to logging.  
 
Tourism as panacea to development and conservation in Marovo Lagoon 
Tourism has been promoted by various agents outside Marovo Lagoon as purely beneficial. 
This has encouraged Marovo residents to work to attract tourists to their islands, but has also 
brought unrealistic expectations of actual market demand for tourism. 
Economic development 
In Chapter 3, I established that there has been extensive promotion of tourism as a viable 
economic alternative to logging in Marovo Lagoon. Tourism development was, for instance, 
a central part of the arguments put forward in support of UNESCO World Heritage listing for 
Marovo Lagoon in the 1980s.  
Rural communities throughout Solomon Islands are eager to participate in the cash economy 
but are frustrated by the slow pace of development (Foale 2001:47). To achieve what is 
perceived as ‘development’, Marovo residents require a steady flow of income, yet this has 
failed to materialise from the copra, oil palm, mining and logging. Even though there have 
been significant sums of money involved in these industries, cash inflows have failed to 
benefit Marovo communities as most profits are absorbed by middle men, managers, overseas 
companies, and local and National politicians (Kabutaulaka 2000).  
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The recent linking of tourism to conservation and development in both applied tourism 
studies and in development theory has highlighted tourism as a panacea for economic 
development and environmental protection in rural communities (Honey 2008; Sharpley 
2009). In Marovo Lagoon, tourism is projected as an industry that is sustainable in both 
cultural and environmental terms. I demonstrated in Chapter 6 that the link between 
environmental protection and MPAs on the one hand, and tourism development on the other, 
was frequently mentioned in interviews with Marovo residents. For instance, Marovo 
residents spoke about the benefits of tourism as including the fact that tourism does not ‘spoil 
the bush’ as does the logging industry.  
Conservation 
In Marovo Lagoon, the promotion of tourism by NGOs and governments as a sustainable, 
long-term development option, compared to the short-term nature of logging or other 
extractive industries, supports motivations to conserve natural resources and contributes to 
perceptions of tourism as a sustainable and viable development option (Scheyvens 2002; 
Sharpley 2000). This way of perceiving tourism is remarkably similar to the ways in which 
Marovo residents expressed their views of the sustainable nature of tourism and the value of 
MPAs, in contrast to logging. It is clear that external promotion of tourism has had a 
profound impact on Marovo residents’ perceptions of tourism. However, a focus on the 
environmentally friendly nature of tourism, as expressed by Marovo residents, does not 
necessarily mean that individuals have adopted a purely environmentalist rhetoric for their 
own ecotourism aspirations. This is evident in the fact that Marovo residents do not see an 
inherent value in their rainforest; rather, they value their rainforest resources only once the 
timber is exploited (Hviding 2003:549; Hviding & Bayliss-Smith 2000; cf. Sillitoe 2002). For 
Marovo residents, trees have to be felled for the forest to be of use to them, but for 
conservationists, the value of the rainforest is in its unaltered ‘pristine’ state (Hviding 
2003:549). In short, conservation of the rainforest as an end in itself is not appropriate from 
the perspective of Marovo residents (cf. Foale 2001; Hviding & Bayliss-Smith; Sillitoe 
2002). 
Marovo people articulate a connection between tourism and conservation, because they 
believe tourists will pay to ‘watch but not touch’. Marovo residents have not adopted Western 
perceptions of conservation as a value in its own right (Sillitoe 2002). NGOs’ perceptions of 
conservation are often highly influenced by a Western division between nature and culture 
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that does not necessarily exist in rural communities in Solomon Islands (Bird-David 1990; 
Descola & Palsson 2013; Goldman 2001; Ingold 2000; Nygren 1998:213; Strathern 1980; 
West 2006; West et al. 2006:255). NGOs often portray the environment as static and separate 
from humans and therefore regard interference with the environment as unnatural (Ingold 
2000; West et al. 2006:256). Anthropologists have pointed out the impacts of introducing 
such a conceptualisation of natural resources and their values to Indigenous societies (Igoe 
2005; West 2006; West et al. 2006). To adopt a hands-off approach to conservation would 
have serious impacts on Marovo residents’ livelihoods as most communities depend on using 
natural resources for subsistence. Therefore, Marovo residents have adapted the Western 
concept of conservation to their own advantage by highlighting conservation and MPAs in 
their marketing efforts to attract tourists, but maintaining their engagement with the 
environment.   
The emphasis on tourism and conservation identified in this study is due to perception that 
tourists will pay to see and swim in conservation areas. Thus a purely monetary value is 
placed on conservation by those Marovo people who yearn for direct economic benefit from 
conservation (Foale 2001; Smith & Wishnie 2000). Rather than suggesting that Marovo 
residents have become environmentalists, I suggest that Marovo residents emphasise 
conservation in relation to tourism because they see conservation as a marketing strategy to 
attract ecotourists to ecolodges and diving and snorkelling in conservation areas and MPAs.  
This argument is demonstrated by the case of Vanua Rapita, discussed in Chapter 3, where 
the people of Michi village agreed to discontinue logging and support conservation only 
when WWF promised economic benefits as a result of tourism. Prior to their focus on 
tourism, WWF promoted conservation by emphasising how the benefits of conservation 
outweigh the limitations of logging. This strategy was not effective as conservation did not 
include a replacement of the cash flows provided by logging. However, when the economic 
benefits from tourism failed to materialise, conservation was no longer seen by the people of 
Michie village as attractive and profitable. This observation is crucial as it demonstrates that 
Marovo residents support conservation only when they see a monetary value from it and not 
because they see an inherent value in conservation itself (cf. Smith & Wishnie 2000).  
Ideal perception of tourism 
As tourism has been promoted by outside agents as an incentive to discontinue logging 
activity, there has been limited research regarding the feasibility of the tourism industry in 
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Marovo Lagoon. As the Marovo Lagoon tourism product mainly appeals to a niche market, it 
is unlikely that tourism will ever provide the same revenue as logging. To promote tourism as 
a viable economic alternative to logging has therefore created unrealistic expectations for the 
number of tourist arrivals and economic benefits that are likely to derive from tourism in 
present-day Marovo Lagoon.  
To encourage Marovo residents to discontinue logging, tourism is presented almost 
exclusively in positive terms, and this has encouraged a local perception of tourism that is 
‘imagined’, as very few Marovo villagers have experienced tourism on a large scale. This 
‘imagined’ perception of tourism does not prepare Marovo residents to deal with other, more 
negative, aspects of tourism which are likely to occur if the industry expands. This is 
supported by Allen et al.’s (1993) model, which indicates that if tourist arrivals increase, but 
the economic benefits do not, Marovo residents’ perceptions of tourism will transform from a 
positive attitude to one that sees more limitations than benefits from the tourism industry. 
Tourism amongst Indigenous communities is generally associated with negative rather than 
positive experiences (Burns 2004; Sharpley 2000; Stronza 2001; West 2006). For example, it 
has been argued that tourism models based on community participation, conservation and 
development are often more damaging than mass tourism (Butcher 2003). For example, to 
rely solely on the tourism industry as the principal source of income makes Indigenous 
communities particularly vulnerable during economic recession and consequent decreasing 
tourist arrivals (Butcher 2003). In addition, tourism projects with an emphasis on 
conservation and community participation often have unintentional negative impacts on host 
communities due to cultural misunderstandings and the one-sided perceptions of tourism as 
presented by NGOs (Foale 2001; Hviding 1996; West 2006). To develop and promote 
tourism models which serve as a panacea to economic development is entirely different from 
implementing these models in practice. This is particularly true when expatriates design and 
attempt to implement tourist operations amongst Indigenous communities. I argue, therefore, 
that to promote tourism to rural communities eager to become part of the cash economy from 
an exclusively positive point of view and without regard to market demand and 
appropriateness of the industry, is problematic as it can lead to many unintended negative 
implications for rural communities. 
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Implications of tourism development in Marovo Lagoon 
Expectations of increased tourism expressed by Marovo residents and the National 
Government have yet to be realised. Tourists have not come to Marovo Lagoon (nor to 
Solomon Islands in general) in the numbers expected. This shortfall has left local eco-lodges 
empty, thereby failing to provide expected jobs and revenue. As relationships between local 
and expatriate tourism business owners have shifted from co-operation to competition, local 
communities are benefitting less and less from the tourism industry. As a result, there is a 
significant ‘implementation gap’ (Dunsire 1978) in tourism development in Marovo Lagoon 
as tourism has not been put into effect in the desired way because those involved in its 
execution have not been able to overcome obstacles over which they have little or no control 
(Sofield 1993:735). But what might be the impact on local livelihoods if Marovo Lagoon 
were to experience an upsurge in tourist arrivals in the future?  
As mentioned previously, tourism has already created many land disputes in Marovo Lagoon 
as land and sea are collectively and not individually owned. With tourism, as with logging, a 
monetary value is increasingly put on these collectively owned areas. Discussions, often 
acrimonious, regarding who has the right to make decisions regarding puava are already 
common. Currently, Uepi Resort and Wilderness Lodge pay compensation to the landowners 
for the areas where they take tourists snorkelling and diving. Compensation is also extracted 
from Marovo residents who earn money from taking tourists fishing in other butubutu’s 
puavas. Therefore, if a tourism business were to be located on a puava to which many 
individuals claimed ownership and/or user rights, puava owners could claim a share of the 
profits associated with the tourism activity (Hviding 1996).  As not all butubutu have access 
to large areas of land - sea-based peoples often only have customary access sea puava - 
sharing of natural resources from both sea and land must be negotiated, as is kastom (Chapter 
3). However, now that a monetary value has been placed on land and sea areas, the former 
customary co-operation has turned into competition, undermining traditional reciprocal 
sharing of natural resources from land and sea puava. 
Even with the limited tourist arrivals in Marovo Lagoon at present, the insertion of tourism 
into customary land and sea tenure systems has proven challenging and a cause of much 
dispute. For example, the conflict between landowners and Solomon Airlines over the airstrip 
at Gatokae is a result of the lack of payment for use of the airstrip by Wilderness Lodge. The 
root cause of the dispute is a direct reaction by landowners to not receiving a share of the 
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profits of tourist arrivals. Destruction of infrastructure, such as has occurred at Gatokae, is a 
common act of resistance in the face of perceived economic inequality in development 
(Stronza 2001:276). Bennett (1968) describes how the residents of a local community in 
Panama burnt down a hotel in protest against outside investment in the hotel that did not 
bring local benefits. Similarly, Belsky (1999) describes how members of a village in Belize 
burnt down a handicraft centre. In Solomon Islands, the destruction of the Anuha Resort and 
the threat of burning down Vanua Rapita (Chapter 3) both occurred in response to 
perceptions of unequal distribution of the wealth brought by tourist development.  
 
Summary and Conclusion 
These precedents, both local and international, support my contention that, if Marovo Lagoon 
is to experience an upsurge in tourist arrivals, an intensification of land/sea disputes is very 
likely to occur. It is one thing to fish in someone else’s puava for personal consumption but 
an entirely different matter to fish to feed tourists. Therefore, tourism business owners would 
not only have to pay to access land puava for materials, water and food, but also the areas in 
which tourists snorkel, dive, explore and go hiking. In addition, water and food shortages are 
not an uncommon phenomenon in Marovo Lagoon. To feed a large number of tourists on a 
regular basis would be challenging even for Matekuri and would increase the dependency on 
accessing food in other people’s puava along with an increased reliance on imported foods. 
Due to previous failed attempts to implement tourism projects in Marovo Lagoon and 
Solomon Islands, it is imperative that the tourism industry in Marovo Lagoon is managed and 
run by local Marovo communities to ensure that any tourism development is based on local 
aspirations and perceptions of tourism. Tourism development in Marovo Lagoon should not 
be based on the perceptions and aspirations of outside agents such as ENGOs. This argument 
is supported by research undertaken by Sakata & Prideaux (2013) on a small-scale 
community-based ecotourism project in Papua New Guinea. The authors argue that the 
project was successful because there was: substantial community support; significant 
economic contributions to the community; welfare benefits; no cultural impacts; and the 
development was locally funded and initiated. Sakata & Prideaux (2013) argue that the key 
factors to the establishment of a successful community-based ecotourism project are the 
realisation of benefits perceived by the community and strong community support. 
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Current perceptions of tourism in Marovo Lagoon are characterised by many conflicting 
visions for the future, which indicate an incomplete tourism system (Hall & Cooper 2008). 
As tourism has not been promoted as a valuable industry in its own right, but rather as an 
incentive to stop Marovo residents permitting logging of their land-based puavas (Hviding & 
Bayliss-Smith 2000:298), many Marovo residents have adopted an unrealistic vision for the 
demand for tourism in their villages. This optimistic, but unrealistic, idea of tourism has 
caused an increasing number of ecolodges to be built in Marovo Lagoon. Even though 
tourism has the potential to provide many benefits to Indigenous communities, this is not 
necessarily true for all Indigenous communities with unique cultures and natural 
environments. To implement tourism as a universal development strategy for Indigenous 
communities without consideration of the particular local socio-cultural contexts is therefore 
problematic.  
The case of Marovo Lagoon highlights several problems that arise with promoting tourism as 
a panacea to development in a small-scale society without acknowledging the complexity of 
implementing tourism in areas which lack a clear tourism profile, access to markets and 
appropriate infrastructure.  
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Chapter 8:  Conclusion 
 
The ubiquitous promotion of tourism as a panacea for economic development for small-scale 
societies, demonstrates a strong assumption that tourism is able to solve many underlying 
issues for Indigenous populations. However, as discussed in this thesis, anthropologists have 
questioned the assumption that tourism serves as a passport to macro-economic development 
for small-scale societies by pointing to the often unintentional impacts of community-based 
tourism initiatives. As part of this anthropological debate, the purpose of this research project 
was to explore whether tourism is a viable alternative development strategy to extractive 
industries in small-scale societies. Through exploring the perceptions of the various 
stakeholders in the tourism industry in Marovo Lagoon, through participant observation, 
interviews, surveys and focus group activities, my research argues that tourism should not be 
promoted in small-scale societies as a universal development strategy without regard for 
particular socio-cultural contexts and local development aspirations. The research therefore 
contributes to an important anthropological debate at the same time as it fills an ethnographic 
void in anthropological investigations of tourism in Marovo Lagoon.  
My thesis has established that the main reason for the increased interest in tourism and the 
desire for ‘eco-lodges’ in Marovo Lagoon is the extensive promotion of tourism as a viable 
alternative economic activity to logging by outside agents concerned with the sustainability 
of biodiversity and natural resources in Marovo Lagoon. As tourism is not promoted in 
Marovo Lagoon as an end in itself, but rather as an incentive to motivate Marovo landowners 
to refrain from signing contracts with logging companies, no appropriate investigation of the 
appropriateness of the tourism industry was undertaken prior to encouraging Marovo 
residents to start tourism businesses.  
My thesis demonstrates that even though tourism might be an appropriate alternative 
economic activity to extractive industries in some small-scale societies, this is not necessarily 
the case for all small-scale societies. My research has shown that it is crucial to have a sound 
understanding of the particular socio-cultural context in host communities prior to promoting, 
and providing funding for, tourism. It is also important to take into account host 
communities’ own perceptions of tourism and particularly local development aspirations. 
While ENGOs often regard conservation as the ultimate goal of tourism activity, host 
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communities are more likely motivated by economic benefits and socio-economic 
development.  
This thesis therefore proposes that tourism in small-scale societies should be locally initiated, 
locally-run and locally funded to ensure that tourism aspirations are based in local 
perceptions of tourism and development. If tourism is developed according to local 
aspirations, there is a greater chance for success as the particular tourism model would be 
adapted to the specific socio-economic context of the local community.  
Future of tourism in Marovo Lagoon  
Despite the somewhat pessimistic portrayal of tourism in Marovo Lagoon in this thesis, I do 
recognise that Marovo Lagoon has great potential to develop tourism successfully in the 
future. If tourism business models such as those identified at Matekuri and Chubikopi, which 
successfully deal with issues related to the wantok system and compensations claims, spread 
to other tourism ventures in Marovo Lagoon, it is possible to maximise benefits from tourism 
activity, in particular if tourism arrivals are to increase. I also propose that if a system of co-
operation between Marovo tourism business owners, to maintain the notion of reciprocity 
which is deeply embedded in Marovo culture, is established and maintained, Marovo Lagoon 
may be able to make the most of the tourists currently travelling to the area and possibly 
avoid land disputes and conflict in the future.   
Despite the challenges to tourism development identified in this thesis, there is no doubt that 
Marovo Lagoon has the potential to become a popular tourist destination owing to its beauty, 
friendly people and local families eager to act as hosts.  
Future research 
This thesis has identified several themes in need of further elaboration. For instance, has the 
extensive promotion of conservation in Marovo Lagoon changed Marovo resident’s 
perceptions of the environment? Will the current local interest in tourism decrease if mining 
operations are to increase in Marovo Lagoon? Is tourism the only viable economic activity 
that can potentially replace extractive industries in Marovo Lagoon (Hviding & Bayliss Smith 
2000)? In addition, in light of the local interest in tourism and Solomon Islands’ failure to 
meet government goals and plans regarding tourism development, more research is needed on 
tourism in Marovo Lagoon, and in Solomon Islands in general. Such research can assist in 
identifying what the Solomon Islands Government can do to design tourism policies and 
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goals which can improve Solomon Islanders’ accessibility to the tourism market, improve the 
country’s access to funds to develop tourism businesses, and provide the appropriate training 
to run these businesses successfully. There is also a need to explore tourism in Marovo 
Lagoon in a larger framework of conservation colonialism.  
The results derived from this thesis are not only of relevance to Marovo residents who are 
still enthusiastic about tourism development but also for other small-scale societies seeking 
an alternative economic activity to extractive industries. When extractive industries such as 
mining and logging leave areas where the local population often does not have many ways of 
participating in the cash industry, an economic gap is left behind. But is tourism the only 
economic activity that can serve as an alternative or replacement of extractive industries? 
Further research is needed on what other kinds of industries or commercial activities can 
serve as a potential replacement for extractive industries, thereby maximising ownership and 
management by host communities. Further research is also needed on tourism in Marovo 
Lagoon, and in Solomon Islands in general, to identify why ecotourism and other tourism 
initiatives continue to fail despite the efforts of the National Government and local 
communities.  Such research would in turn enable researchers of tourism in Solomon Islands 
to identify possible solutions to the slow growth of tourism in this country.  
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